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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Today, more than at any other time in our history, the Cooperative 
Extension Service is functioning in a highly complex and interrelated 
society. Changes--technological, economic, social, and cultural--are 
occurring at a rate never before equalled. 
The Subcommittee of the Extension Committee on Organization and 
Policy in its Statement of Scope and Responsibility stated that: 
.. significant trends reemphasize the fact that the Exten-
sion Service must have a dynamic program--one constantly being 
modernized to keep pace with the everchanging conditions fac-
ing the people it serves. Programs and procedures appropriate 
and adequate yesterday are likely to be inappropriate today--
and obsolete tomorrow (25, p. 7). 
From its very beginning Cooperative Extension has been faced with 
change, and no other single factor has persisted with such consistency. 
(If the Cooperative Extension Service is to maintain its leadership role 
as an outstanding educational organization in this setting and continue 
to make a vital contribution to society, it must maintain a competent 
and well trained staff. 
Davis (8), in discussing the need for Extension agents keeping up-
to-date on new technical and scientific. knowledge, stated: 
I found that as an Extension Director, no criticism cut more 
deeply than the suggestion by a farmer that a staff member was 
of little use because he was behind the times in his technical 
knowledge. A basic requirement for all Extension workers is 
that they be up-to-date on the latest applicable knowledge in 
their particular field of special activity. This is a require-
j 
/ 
~l 
ment, if we are to exert the educational leadership for which 
we are responsible (p. 115). 
2 
If Cooperative Education is to continue as a strong educational organiza-
tion in this rapidly changing world with rapidly changing roles for all 
institut_ions, education must be a never-ending process. This is especial-
ly true for the professional educator in the Extensi6n Service (8). 
This concern for the need to continua 11 y up-date agents was express.,. 
ed by the Joint U.S. Department of Agric~lture-National Association of 
State Uni ve rs it i es and Land-Grant Co 11 eges (USDA-NASULGC) Study Cammi t-
tee: i 11 Knowledge is now acquired and put to use quickly. This imposes 
~ . 
severe disadvantages upon the person who drops out of the educational 
stream or who does not continue to learn throughout his life" (4, p. 9). 
/ 
,,j Several studies have been done regarding the competencies needed by 
Extension personnel to remain effective in this rapidly changing society. 
Leagans (19) expressed the assumption that Extension educators who attain 
a high professional ability or competency and continue to improve it be-
come more useful and that the opposite is true for those who do not. 
The task of providing an innovative training program to develop and 
maintain a highly competent staff is not an easy one. It is difficult 
to know ~hat type of training is needed by staff with specific job re-
sponsibilities. Leagaris (19) expressed his .ideas concerning this point 
when he said: 
What is known today about the personnel development process all 
points to the necessity of identifying the competencies needed 
as a precondition for effective professional development activ-
ity. \.Jithout this knowledge of what competencies are needed, 
it is virtually impossible for either a trainee or trainer to 
select accurately the content needed, effective communication 
techniques or the time span required for a training program 
(p. 139). . . 
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It is important that all Extension workers recognize the need for 
and receive training in subject matter areas and teaching methods. The 
National Task Force on Cooperative Extension In-Service Training (26, p. 
\ 13) states that: 11While each employee has specific training needs that 
.) are more or less unique to the individual, there are some common needs. 11 
The committee outlines nine areas of competency which are generally con-
sidered to be important for all Extension workers. These nine areas 
were: 
l. 
2. 
3, 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7, 
8. 
9, 
Extension Organization and Administration 
Program Planning and Development 
Understanding Human Development 
Understanding Social Systems 
The Educational Process 
Communications 
Effective Thinking 
Technical Knowledge. 
Research and Evaluation. 
In dealing with the area of technical knowledge, the National Task Force 
on Cooperative Extension In-Service Training lists four subareas for 
whi-ch an effective Extension agent should be responsible. They are: 
l. Up-to-date information in subject matter fields pertinent 
to the job. 
2. Identification and effective use of resources. 
3, How to interpret and use research finding~. 
4. Methods and techniques of disseminating subject matter 
(26, p. 15). 
An Ohio study by McCormick (23), using the nine competency areas 
previously listed, ranked the nine areas on the basis of how important 
4 
the respondents felt it was for Extension agents to be adequately train-
ed in each specific area. In this study technical knowledge ranked num-
·- ~:,;~~: .. · 
_,_•w•f/'. 
ber one. 
Developing Extension agents with necessary degrees of competency in 
technical knowledge is an important and difficult task of the Cooperative 
Extension Service. The subcommittee on Staff Training and Development of 
the Extension Committee on Organization Policy asserted that: 
(_ As science and technology increasingly touch the lives of every 
"'-· '> .. !citizen, the economic and social problems confronting the peo-
'ple, and thus Extension, become greater in numbers, br0ader in 
lscope and more complex and interrelated (11, p. 8). 
! 
The subcommittee goes 6n to say that maintaining excellence in program 
content is increasingly more difficult because of the following basic 
reasons: 
1. The Knowledge Explosion--There is more knowledge to be 
assimilated and interpreted to meet the needs of varied 
cl iente le. 
2. The Obsolescence of Knowledge--Not only is knowledge in 
most fields constantly changing but also its use and 
interpretation. 
3. Other Sources Availi:ible to Cl ientele--Today most Extension 
clientele have many opportunities to secure the knowledge 
they need. They expect more technical or recent informa-
tion from their university. Staff members must be ahead 
of other sources of information if Extension is to main-
tain its impact and prestige (11, pp. 8-9). 
An effective Extension training program designed to meet the needs 
of its personnel must be one developed not only because of the dictates 
of the changing times but also because of perceived needs of its staff. 
Statement of the Problem 
As the concerns and interests of people have broadened, Cooperative 
Extension programs in Oklahoma, as across the county, .have changed 
5 
dramatically. With the rapid advances of science and technology, creat-
ing a continual change in Extension's program emphasis, there is a criti-
cal need for Cooperative Extension personnel to develop and update tech-
nical subject matter competencies to keep abreast of, and if possible, 
ahead of change. To accomplish this task it is ne~essary for an organi-
zation to provide its personnel with an in-service education program 
which will explore educational and technological conteht and processes. 
:::S.~}-here appears to be a consensus, as wi 11 · be described in the review 
I 
of literature, that certain professional competencies are needed or used 
by county Extension agricultural agents,· but little research was found 
by this researcher regarding the technical competencies needed by Cooper-
ative Extension county agricultural agents in Oklahoma. There was also 
a void in research done to identify in-service training programs based 
on agents• perceived level of competency, and priority of training in 
specific technical sublect matter topics. 
An in-depth study to obtain the state's county Extension agricultur-
al agents• self-assessments of competency levels possessed as well as 
securing their preferences and priorities for future in-service training 
efforts was felt to be of pri~e need. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determfne and analyze perceptions 
of Oklahoma.County Exten~ion agric~lttiral agents conc~rni~g ~heir levels 
of competence and educati~nal needs in selected technical agricultural 
· topics; and the implications of these perceptions for future in-service 
training programs. 
6 
Objectives of the. Study 
The specific objectives of the study were to: 
1. Determine the perceived levels of competence of Oklahoma Cooper-
ative Extension county Agricultural Agents in the subject areas of: 
a. Agricultural Economics 
b. Agricultural Engineering 
c. Agronomy 
d. Animal Science 
e. Entomology 
f. Forestry and Wildlife 
/ 
g. Horticulture / 
h. Plant Pathology. 
~~;:j)2. Determine the extent to which these competencies were used by 
the Agents in their present job assignments. 
3. Determine the Agents• perceived priority of need for addition~l 
training for each of the identified subject matter topics. 
4. Campa re the Agents I perceived competencies, frequency of use, 
and priority of need for additiona.l training by years of experience and 
supervisory district. 
Rationale for :the Study 
In a recent Oklahoma Extension agriculture program review~ a concern 
was expressed as to the degree of competency possessed by Oklahoma county 
Extens1on agricultural agents in technical s~bjeci matter areas (27); 
This same concern appears to exist on the part of several of the state 
subject .matter specialists and Extension supervisors.· If the level of 
technical competence·possessed by these county agents is not equal to the 
7 
level desired, a major goal of the organization should be to provide an 
effective in-service training program to increase the agent's level of 
technical competency possessed. 
In developing effective in-service programs, several questions must 
be answered. What subject matter information should be included and in 
what priority? Do al I agents need the same training? Who determines 
the subject area of training to be conducted and identifies the agents 
to attend? No one group o~ individual sho~ld determine the answers to 
these questions. Rather, Extension administratlon, program leaders, sub-
ject matter specialists, District staff, and local county agents should 
have representative input into this process. 
The purpose of this study was to aid in this process by determining 
and analyzing the educational needs of Oklahoma county Extension agricul-
tural agents so that an in-service training program can be provided to 
more effectively serve the needs of agents concerning technical competen-
cies . 
.;;~·;>". Results of this study can be used to plan in-service training pro-
.. 
grams for both.experienced and new employed Cooperative Extension county 
agricultural agents. This training would be based on identified agricul-
tural knowledge, skills and abilities for specific geographical locations. 
Assumptions 
For the purpose Of this study, the fol lowing assumptions .were accept-
ed: 
l. ·. The technical competencies needed by Cooperative Extension coun-
ty agricultural agents could be grouped unde~ the eight tethnical subject 
matter disciplines. 
8 
2. The county Extension agricultural agents could and would indi-
cate their honest opinions as to their perceived level of competency in 
each of the identified areas. 
3. The county Extension agricultural agents would indicate their 
perceived priorities for additional training in each of the identified 
areas. 
4. The responses to the questionnaire were given in the manner in 
which the researcher had intended. 
5. That data from this study could be utilized to design and im-
prove technical agriculture in-service training opportunities for 
Oklahoma county Extension agricultural agents. 
6. Agents in various counties may not need to possess the same de-
gree of competency in all subject matter areas. 
Scope of the Study 
The population of this study consisted of those county Extension 
agents in Oklahoma whose primary responsibility was for the total county 
agricultural program. The Oklahoma Personnel Subsystem identified 77 
positions with this responsibility. Since three positions were vacant 
at the time of this study, the total population of this study was 74 
agents. In this study agents were asked to express their opinions on 66 
specific subject topics by indicating their perceived level of competence 
and the frequency of use of each topic in their present county assign-
ment. In addition, the agents were asked to give their priority for 
additional training for each of the 66 topics. 
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Def i n i t i on of Te rms 
For better understanding of facts presented in this study, the fol-
lowing terms were defined. 
l. Cooperative Extension Service: refers to the organization cre-
ated by the Smith-Lever Act of 1914, and is a cooperative function be-
tween the United States Department of Agriculture, the land-grant univer-
sities of each state, and local county governments. The terms "Extension,1' 
"Extension Service," and "Agricultural Extension" will also be used and 
are to be thought of as synonymous with the defined term. 
2. Cooperative Extension County Agricultural Agent: a term used to 
designate the individual responsible for the planning, conduct, and evalu-
ation of the county agricultural program. The terms "County Extension 
agent, 11 "Extension agent, 11 "Extension workers," and "County agent' 1 are 
also used and are to be synonymous with the defined term. 
3, In-Service Training: a term which refers to the training re-
ceived by Extension agents after employment and throughout their career. 
It is for the purpose of maintaining and/or increasing the effectiveness 
of the individual in performing Cooperative Extension programs and/or 
administrative responsibilities (6). 
4. General Subject Matter Areas: a term which refers to the eight 
subject matter disciplines used in this study. These include: Agricul-
tural Economics, Agricultural Engineering, Agronomy, Animal Science, 
Entomology, Forestry and \Jildlife, Horticulture, and Plant Pathology. 
5. Specific Subject Matter Topics: a term referring to the 66 spe-
cific subject matter topics which were grouped under the eight general 
subject matter areas. 
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6. Competence: refers to the ability of the agent to discuss spe-
cific subject matter intelligently and answer the majority of questions 
received. 
7. Frequency of Use: refers to a measure designed to determine 
the frequency of utilization of specific subject matter topics by the 
agent in his present job assignment. 
8. Years of Experience: refers to the length of service of the 
agents in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service or in the Coopera-
tive Extension Service of other states. 
CHAPTER 11 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of previously 
completed investigations and literature related to the identification of 
training needs of Cooperative Extension employees. Involved in this re-
view were research studies, books, professional magazines, periodicals, 
reports, and personal interviews pertinent to this study. However, it is 
not the intent to summarize all literature in the field of training. 
Selections have been made only from those pieces of information that 
helped to establish a need for this investigation or that helped to sup-
port the findings of the study. The review of literature has been organ-
ized into four different sections. These are as follows: 
1. The Concept of Training 
2. The Need for In-Service Training 
3. Determining Training Needs 
4. Review of Selected Literature. 
The major function of the Cooperative Extension Service as stated 
in the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 was: 
.. to aid in diffusing among the people of the United States 
useful and practical information on subjects relating to agri-
culture and home economics, and to. encourage the application 
of same ••. (17, p. 29). 
l l 
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If Cooperative Education is to respond to this portion of the act 
and remain a dynamic, vital, and effective educational force, it must 
develop and maintain a staff of competent, capable employees. In order 
to prepare a staff capable of "diffusing" useful and practical informa-
tion, an effective in-service training program is inevitable. 
Concept of Training 
Training is one of the most important factors that can greatly in-
fluence the effectiveness of an organization 1 s workers. This is true. 
whether they are extension, business, industry, or any other field. The 
concept of training employees for effective production is not new. Every 
time one gets someone to do work the way one wants it done, training is 
usually involved. 
It seems important that in any discussion of training needs, one 
must first establish a clear concept or meaning for the term training. 
Ussery (36, p. 19), in an analysis of the educational needs of County Ex-
_.--
tension Agents in Tennessee, defines in-service training: as "the in-service 
----
education which begins with employment and continues throughout the em-
ployment period in the Cooperative Extension Service. 11 
Training has been defined by Halsey (14, p. 126) as 11causing people 
to become interested in their work and aiding them to acquire the. knowl-
edge and ski 11 necessary to do that work wel 1. 11 
In an earlier study by Matthews (22), the term iraining was used to 
mean agent training activities which were aimed at improving the ability 
of the agent. to do his job well. These activitiei i~cluded acquiring in~ 
formation, developing abilities,. and. fostering attitudes which would re-
suit in greater professional competence in the extension worker. The 
National Task Force on Cooperative Extension In-Service Training (26) 
defined in-service training as follows: 
,!Ji> 
In-Service training is that phase of organized learning experi-
ence which is provided employees by the agency throughout the 
employment period. It is training directed towards developing 
understanding of job operations and standards, agency philoso-
phy, policies and procedures, as well as iurrent technicar·re-
search findings. It includes induction training for new work-
ers and on-the~job training in both subject matter and in 
educational methods for experience'd personnel at a.11 levels of 
the organization (pp. 1-2). 
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It is interesting to compare these definitions with some that have 
been developed by people in business and industry. For example, Pfiffner 
and Fels (30, p. 204) stated that 11Training is not a method with which to 
solve otherwise insoluble organizational problems; it is rather an ambigu-
ous something without which organizations do not long survive. 11 
Planty et al. (31. p. 25), another authority from industry, proposed 
this aim for training: 11To build continuously and systematically to the 
maximum degree and in proper proportion that knowledge and those skills 
and attitudes which contribute to the_ welfare of the company and.the em-
ployee. 11 Planty et al. further po.int out that training is a vital activ-· 
i ty. It serves as a remedy for past mi stakes as well as a tool for future 
achievements. 
In discussing training in business and industry, McGehee and Thayer 
~ . . 
. . . 
(24, p. 3) define training as 11 the formal procedures which a company uses 
to facilitate.employees 1 learning so that their resultant behavior con-
tributes to the attainment of the company 1 s goals and objectives. 11 
According to Van Dersa 1 (39) :. 
Training is the process of teaching, i~forming, or educating 
people, (1) so that they become as well ~ualified as po~sib]e 
. to do·their work, and (2) So that they may become qualified 
· to perform i h pas i ti ons of greater di ff i cu 1 ty and res pons i bi 1-
i ty (p. 83)._ -
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A draft of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension (6) "State Staff Devel-
opment Plan" defines in-service training (education) as: 
.. a planned learning experience which Cooperative Extension 
provides its employees throughout their period of employment. 
It is planned for specific Cooperative Extension personnel with 
the purpose of maintaining and increasing the effectiveness of 
the individual in performing Cooperative Extension program and/ 
or administrative responsibilities (p. 4). 
This definition will be the one used in this study. 
All of the above definitions regarding training and/or in-service 
training support the concept that (a) training is the improvement of 
skills, and (b) it is to help the employee adjust to the demands of the 
organization and to maintain the flexbility to change as a part of it. 
Training, to justify itself, must be able to contribute something 
to the efficiency of the job. In its narrow sense, training implies 
learning the requirements in order to perform the skill. If training is 
to become an effective tool for improving the efficiency of the personnel 
within the organization, it must be a systematic orderly procedure, striv-
ing toward solutions of organizational problems and attainment of organ-
izational as well as personal goals. 
The Need for In-Service Training 
The need for increased emphasis regarding in-service training has 
never been more relevant than it is today. Cooperative Extension workers 
have been recognized as educators and leaders in the most successful vol-
untary out-of-school educational program in existence. Knowles (18, p. 5) 
noted adult educator, has stated that: 11 ln adult educational circles, we 
cite the Cooperative Extension Service as our largest and most successful 
national adult educational agency.'' 
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The same concept is presented in a report published by the Exten-
sion Committee on Organization Policy when it reported: 11 A report by 
the Carnegie Corporation states that the Cooperative Extension Service 
provides the chief example of a successful adult educational movement in 
the United States" (7, p. 22). 
'1c( If the Cooperative Extension Service is to continue to 1 i ve up to 
I these expectations, then if must provide its employees with an effective 
i 
lL~=service training program. The National Policy Guidelines for Staff 
Development, prepared by the ECOP Subcommittee on Personnel Training and 
Development (10), assert the fact that experienced staff members need in-
service education experiences to assist them with the following: 
I. To further develop technical subject matter competencies 
to keep abreast of and, if possible, ahead of change. 
2. To explore educational and technological content and pro-
cesses in varying depths to extend personal competencies. 
3. To take a broader view and yet focus more sharply on par-
ticular Extension role responsibilities and up-date 
approaches to carrying out responsibilities. 
4. To develop a continuing sensitivity to social, economic 
and political changes and to acquire the capacity to deal 
with these situations (p. 12). 
The need for Cooperative Extension agents to keep abreast of change 
is again emphasized in a Scope report: 
One consistent characteristic of Extension work has been 
the necessity to shift programs and methods to meet every 
changing condition and demand. Extension workers have been 
acutely aware of this need from the beginning. The tempo of 
such changes has been accelerated dramatically during the past 
decade. Every evidence points to an even faster acceleration 
in the decades ahead (25, p; 5). · 
Addressing the importance of in-service. training in thearea of tech-
nical subject matter, Quinn and Boone (33, p. 30) stated that 11The Exten- · 
sion worker needs to know and understand technical subject matter 
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appropriate to his needs and the needs of the people wi.th whom he works. 11 
Quinn and Boone further stated: 
Technology or technical subject matter is the core of the 
Extension program content. All successful Extension education-
al efforts require significant technical subject matter or con-
tent appropriate to the problems. 
In order to perform his role as an educator effectively, 
the Extension worker must have adequate knowledge of subject 
matter appropriate to his job and an understanding of its rela-
tionship to the problems of people (p. 30). 
If the Cooperative Extension worker is to 11 aid in diffusing, 11 as 
stated in basic legislation of the Smith-Lever Act, he must know what to 
diffuse. It is a responsibility of the organization's in-service train-
ing program to keep the agent up to date with this relevant information. 
Dunlap (9), in a study of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Ser-
vice, emphasized the importance of training by stating that: 
... an organization is known by the people who make up its 
staff. Continuous in-service and professional training is 
essential for a staff to be competent in interpreting new 
deve 1 opments in subject matter, teaching methods and proce-
dures and in keeping various publics informed (pp. 213-214). 
Leagans (20) emphasized that competent knowledge and understanding 
of subject matter is a minimum for the success of Cooperative Extension 
workers. He stated that: 11 ••• al 1 successful educational effort re-
quires significant technical subject matter. Subject matter is to Exten-
sion education what food is to the human being; it is l ife 1 s sustenance 11 
(p. 19). Leagans further identified a potential problem with Coopera-
tive Extension agents when he stated, 11Attempting to teach something one 
does not know is to invite failure from the start 11 (p. 6). 
A study by Brumback, Hahn and Edwards (l) stressed the need for com-
petencies in technical subject matter when it supported the concept that 
a major role of agricultural Extension is responding to the request for 
information and technical assistance from cl ientele. 
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The future of the Cooperative Extension Service will be influenced 
extensively by the Extension worker 1 s ability to adjust to rapid change 
and to develop technological competencies which will continue to contri-
bute to the solution of the complex social and economic problems of the 
people. Rapid changes in the growth of the organization and the demands 
placed upon it dictate the necessity that the Cooperative Extension pro-
gram b~ continually changing if it is to remain dynamic. These changes 
can be brought about only through the effective use of a competent and 
well-trained Cooperative Extension staff. 
The thinking of many Cooperative Extension administrators and super-
visors regarding the need for training was summarized by Collings (3) 
when she indicated two major reasons for a strong in-service education 
program. These were: (1) the removal of deficiehcies in pre-service 
and previous in-service preparation, and (2) continuous professional 
growth of Extension personnel. 
Determining ln-Servi~e Training Needs 
It appears to be 1 ogi ca I that the most important task for the Exten-
sion training personnel, when develbping an Extension training program, 
is to determine the training rieeds. and develop a program ar6und these 
needs. 
The imp6rtance of training was expressed in the National Policy 
Statement on Staff Training and Development: 
The total effe~tiveness of Extension depends upon the 
effectiveness of each staff member. Well-placed training and 
deve Jopment programs for Extension staff members a re essential 
to the success of Extension and to the well-being of its citi-
zens ( I I , p. l 1 ) . . 
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The National Task Force on Cooperative Extension In-Service Train..; 
ing (26) emphasized the importance of determining training needs of Coop-
erative Extension staff by stating; 
An in-service program should be dynamic--directed toward 
improving the ongoing educational program engaged in by the 
individual worker and the Extension Service. It should be 
based on individual problems and on identification of needs. 
It should allow for differences in abilit.ies and experience 
but. recognize the goals of the Extension service as well as 
the goals of the individuals. It should utilize the principle 
of involvement by drawing on ideas of trainees in setting goals 
and making plans, thereby creating a desire to learn. It should 
maintain a two-way flow of ideas and activity between trainer 
and trainee (p. 9). 
The National Task Force (26) outlined three steps which could be 
used in diagnosing training needs: 
1. Location of areas of training need through 
a. analysis of jobs 
b. analysis of program emphasis. 
2. Identification of the i.ndividual worker.·in need of training through 
a. self-surveys of needs and interests 
b. day-to-day observation by supervisor and specialist 
c. tests 
· d. analysis of performance evaluation. 
3. Determination of priorities in training need. 
It was determined·by the National Task Force that a conscious process of· 
analysis would result in a systematic approach and in better use of train.,. 
ing time and resources.· 
In discussing training needs of industry, McGehee and Thayer (24, 
p. 24) stated that 11Training in industry is not an end but a means to an 
end; it exists only to help achieve organizational goals and objectives. 1 r 
McGehee and Thayer (24) identified three methods for determining 
training needs. They are: 
1. Organizational analysis--determining where within the organ~ 
ization the training emphasis can and should be placed. Organ-
izational analysis places emphasis on a study of the entire 
organization, its objectives, its resources, and the allocation 
of those resources as they relate to the organizational objec-
tives. 
2. Operations analysis--determining what should be the con-
tents of training in terms of what an employee must do to per-
form a task, job, or assignment in an effective way. 
3. Man analysis--determining what skills, knowledge, or atti-
tudes an individual employee must develop if he is to perform 
the tasks which constitute his job in the organization (pp. 25-
26). 
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Many methods have been effectively used to determine training needs; how-
ever, no one method is totally adequate by itself. 
The individuals involved can play an important role in identifying 
training needs. Richert (34) stated: 
It has generally been regarded that county extension per-
sonnel could fairly and rather accurately identify their own 
training needs. The self-expressed needs serve a two-fold pur-
pose: first, determine the average training needs of a group, 
whether it be a group by position, by tenure, by district, or 
by state; and second, identify the individual 1 s needs as he 
v i ews th em ( p. 1 5 ) . · 
Price (32) expressed the importance of agent input into the needs 
assessment and suggests that periodic surveys be made among agents to 
determine what they consider to be their training needs at a given time. 
Richert (34) identified bther methods used to determine training 
needs. He suggests that: (1) position descriptions can provide a base 
from which to develop content of the training programs; (2) personnel 
appraisal instruments can be a means of personnel development if the in-
strument is developed and used for the pri~ary purpose of staff improve-
ment; (3) county programs and annual plans of work can be excellent tools 
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to use in determining the agents' specific needs in the understanding of 
the real problems, objectives, and program content to reach objectives. 
These methods of determining training needs--surveys, job 
descriptions, performance appraisal, and county programs--are 
perhaps the most objective ways by which we can delineate not 
only the average needs of the group, but also the needs of 
each individual. Thus, training programs developed upon these 
needs wi 11 be sound and up-to-date (34, p. 17). 
Job descriptions of county Extension workers provide clues relative 
to needed areas of competency. The job description of the County Exten-
sion Agent--Specialized in Oklahoma, implies the importance of subject 
matter training, through the items listed below: 
A. To develop and implement educational subject-matter pro-
grams which will meet objectives of specific clientele groups 
based upon significant problems, their causes and an analysis 
of causes with alternative courses of action. 
B. To involve continuously representatives of all groups who 
are vitally interested in or affected by the subject-matter 
area in the study, development, implementation and evaluation 
of programs. 
C. To be knowledgeable in the subject-matter and its applica-
tion through continuous intensive study of all its facets and 
teaching that which is technically sound as indicated by the 
respective subject-matter specialists. 
D. To be adept and continue to learn how to use adult educa-
tion methods which will be effective in teaching specific sub-
ject-matter and its application to specific clientele groups 
and individuals. 
E. To continuously search for and use new program ideas which 
are progressively more effective than those currently being 
used. 
F; To help keep co-workers up-to-date in subject-matter and 
its application and serve as resource person to them in the 
subject-matter area. 
G. To confer and cooperate with other agents in inter-discip-
l i nary programs. 
H. To develop program ideas and t~ach in such a manner that 
lay leaders will be further developed. 
I. To draw upon appropriate subject-matter specialists for 
technical information related to problem areas (29, pp. 10-11). 
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Further indication of the importance of in-service training in the 
Agriculture program area was given in a recent report on the Evaluation 
of Economic and Social Consequences of Cooperative Extension programs 
(37). The evaluation stated: 
Agriculture and Natural Resources is the largest area 
within the Cooperative Extension System. Nationwide about 40 
percent of the time of profesional staff and 36 percent of the 
total Cooperative Extension budget have been allocated to this 
program area in recent years (p. 39). 
The major goals, as outlined in the Evaluation of Agriculture Exten-
sion, from a national perspective were to: 
1. Assist agricultural producers, suppliers, processors, whole-
salers and retailers, foresters, forest land owners, and others 
engaged in agriculture, forestry, and related endeavors to meet 
the food, fiber, and shelter needs of the nation; develop and 
maintain the U.S. comparative advantage in worldwide trade; and 
receive a fair share of the economic and social benefits. 
2. Conserve and develop natural resources with special empha-
sis on soil, water and energy. 
3. Protect the quality of the environment .from pollution by 
agricultural wastes and chemicals used in food and fiber produc-
tion. 
4. Enhance the ability of farmers and farm families to utilize 
available resources to improve their quality of life (37, p. 39). 
The importance of the agricultural agent being competent in the areas 
of technical agriculture is further documented in a recent Oklahoma Agri-
cultural Program Review (27). It is generally accepted that the county 
Extension agricultural leader is first<and foremost responsible for the 
delivery and development of agricultural programs, and the flow of new 
agricultural technology within the county. 
The determination of training needs is an important aspect of any 
training program.· It should be a continuous process designed to meet 
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the objectives of the organization and the professional development of 
its staff, as well as being specific ~nough to guide selections of train-
ing materials, content, and methods to be used in the training process. 
Research Studies Based on Training Needs 
Several studies have been conducted within the various state Exten-
sion services over the past years to identify the training needs of county 
Extension agents. One of the early studies by Vandeberg (38) found that 
Wisconsin agents felt their greatest need for training in the areas of: 
(I) Program planning, (2) Subject matter, (3) Research, (4) Communica-
tions, (5) Reporting, and (6) Sources of materials. 
Several studies found in the literature have used the nine general 
areas as identified by the National Task Force on Extension In-Service 
Training (26); as a basis for investi~ation. Such studies have been con-
ducted by McCormick (23) in Ohio, Price (32) in Arkansas, Hubbard (15) 
in South Carolina, and Ussery (36) in Tennessee. 
The nine areas of competency .used in the above studies were: 
I. Extension organization and administration 
2. Program planning and development 
3. Understanding human development 
4. Understanding social ~ystems 
5. The educational process 
6. Communications 
7. Effective thinking 
8. Technical knowledge 
9. Research and evaluation. 
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When McCormick (23) ranked these nine areas .on the.basis of the 
training Ohio agents said they needed, technical knowledge ranked fourth. 
When the same agents were asked how important they felt it was for Exten-
sion agents to be trained in each area, technical knowledge wa5 ranked 
first. 
In a similar study by Price (32), technical knowledge ranked third 
on the basis of the training Arkansas agents said they needed in each of 
the nine areas.· Price also .found that assistant and associate county 
agents in Arkansas indicated more need for training in technical subject 
matter than did county agents. 
Hubbard (15) found that of the pbtential respondents in the area of 
techn i ca 1 knowl edge--agri culture, 40 percent or more of the South Caro 1 i na 
agents indicated a need for much training in the areas of entomology, 
horticulture, plant pathology, agronomy; and marketing. In comparing 
agents and admiriistrators 1 opinions bf ttaining needs, Hubbard found that 
agents tended to place more emphasis on the subject-matter areas relating 
to specific agricultural enterprises while administrators tended to place 
more emphasis on subject-matter areas i nvo 1 vi ng broader areas of interest 
·such as marketing, management, community activities~ and economics. 
Ussery's (36) study of the educational needs of the Tennessee agents 
was based on the same areas of competency which had been used by McCormick 
and Price. She fbund that tn the areas of c6mpetency in which agents in~ 
dicated the greatest need for training, technical knowledge--agriculture 
ranked highest by male agents. Data also showed that four areas in tech-
nical knowledge were identified by at least one-third of all male respon-
dents as, areas in which much training was needed.· These areas were mar-
keting, farm management, plant pathology~ and entomology. Ussery also 
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found that tenure was not a factor associated with training needs. This 
finding was opposite to what McCormick had found with Ohio agents. Data 
presented in his study sugge~ted that training needs of Extension agents 
vary between different tenure groups . 
. Table I shows a comparison of the expressed training needs as indi-
cated in the four studies quoted above. Since technical knowledge was 
not included in the comparison of the Tennessee and South Carolina 
studies, the are~s were reranked for the Ohio and Arkansas studies, omit-
ting technical knowledge, so that a more comprehensive comparison coald 
be made. 
TABLE I 
COMPARISON OF THE RANK ORDER OF THE EXPRESSED TRAIN1NG 
NEEDS OF EXTENSION AGENTS IN. EIGHT COMPETENCY AREAS 
IN OHIO, ARKANSAS, SOUTH CAROLINA, 
AND TENNESSEE 
Competency Area Ohio. Arkansas South Carolina 
Program Planning and 
Development 
Communication 3 3 2 
Human De ve 1 op men t 4 2 3 
· Extension Organization 
and Administration 8 8 4 
Research · 5 4 5 
C i"i ti ca 1 or Effective 
Thinking . 2 5 6 
Educat i ona 1 Proces.s 6 6 7 
Social Systems 7 7 8 
Tennessee 
2.5 
4 
. 2. 5 
7 
5 
6 
1 
8 
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In a study to determi_ne the training needs of Oklahoma agricultural 
agents, Bajaj (2) found that county and associate county agents express-
ed an immediate and concentrated training need in the areas of farm man-
agement, landscaping, and control of insects and pests of crops. Assis-
tant agents, however, perceived their training needs in the areas of 
field crops, fertil1zers, and landscaping. 
Flora (13). in researching the ·needs of Oklahoma Extension agents 
relative to entomology problems found that respondents estimated approxi-
mately one-third of all questions they answered during the crop growing 
season required entomological information. He further found that over 
one-fifth of all questions required knowledge of entomology. Data from 
this study showed over 90 percent of all Oklahoma agricultural agents 
recommended more entomology training for potential new agents, and 92.8 
percent indicated they would take additional entomology courses if avail-
.able, while 88 percent recommended expanding entomology shortcourse work. 
Most of the studies reviewed indicated that although there are train-
ing needs common to,all agents,there are also those training needs im-
portant only to specific agents. Rogers (as cited by Ussery [36]) sup-
ported this concept by stating: 
Experience has taught us that·our training program must be 
tailored to fit the individual if it is to succeed. We must 
first recognize that people are different if all are to tailor 
· the training to the needs of the i rid i vi dua 1 .... · Si nee peo-
ple vary so widely, it is obvious that a major part of the 
training must"he on an i~dividual basis (p. 30). 
Summary 
This review ~f literature provided .background information with em-
phasis on three areas: developing a concept of training, establishing 
the need for in-service training, and methods of determining training 
needs. 
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The review of literature supported the need for and importance of 
the Cooperative Extension Service having an effective in-service train-
ing program. Training is one of the most critical factors that can influ-
ence the effectiveness of an organization's employees and thus the organ-
ization. For the Cooperative Extension Service to have a productive 
training program, it must begin the first day the agent is on the job and 
continue throughout the agent's career. Numerous authors have provided 
various definitions for training. There does appear to be a consensus 
that in-service training is an activity an organization makes available 
for its employees that will, to some degree, benefit both the employee 
and the organization. 
With the enactment of the Smith-Lever Act of 1914, the Cooperative 
Extension Service was created to take the results of research and advanc-
ed technology to the people. For over 65 years, the Extension Service 
has been effectively filling this role. However, today more than ever 
before agricultural technology is progressing at an accelerated rate. If 
the Cooperative Extension Service is to live up to its expectations, 
county agricultural agents must. possess technical subject matter compe-
tencies to keep pace with or, if possible, ahead of the advancing techno-
logy. 
Providing employees with an effective training program is not an 
easy task. The organization must first knmv: what are the training 
needs, who needs the training, what are the objectives of the training 
program, and why, where, and by whom will the activity be conducted. The 
review of literature provided insight into several different methods of 
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identifying training needs. Training needs may be based on organization-
al needs or employee needs. They may be determined through job ahalysis;. 
surveys; observation; performance appraisals; national; state; or local 
thrusts; and many other ways. 
One of the most effective ways to analyze training needs seems to be 
through the individuals themselves. Studies show that ~ot all agents 
need the same :type or amount of training. It is therefore critical that 
more individual analysis of training needs be conducted. Studies in the 
review of literature also indicated thae supervisors need to take a more 
active role in identifying the training needs of their subordinates. 
Several studies have been conducted throughout the Cooperative Ex-
tension Service to identify training needs of county Extension agents. 
All of these studies provided support to the importance of technical sub-
ject matter training for county agricultural agents. These studies indi-
cated that in the area of techn i ca 1 know] edge, as we 11 as other competency 
areas, Cooperative Extension must tailor a training program to meet the 
needs of the individual. 
Although the review of literature produced studies which dealt with 
technical agriculture training needs of Extension agents, no research 
was found utilizing the technical agriculture topics included in this 
study. There was also an absence of research completed to determine 
training needs based on agents' perceived level of competence for select-
ed subject matter areas, the frequency of use of these competencies, and 
the agents 1 perceived priority for additional training for each of the 
identified areas. The absence of these studies thus indicated a need 
still remained for this type of study. 
CHAPTER 111 
DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods and proce-
dures used in conducting the study. These were dictated by the primary 
purpose of the study, which was to determine and analyze perceptions of 
Oklahoma county Extension agricultural agents concerning their levels of 
competence and educational needs in selected technical agricultural top-
ics, and implications of these perceptions for future in-service training 
programs. Specific objectives were formulated to provide guidance for 
the design and conduct of the investigation. The specific objectives 
were to: 
1. Determine the perceived levels of competence of Oklahoma Cooper-
ative Extension county agricultural agents in the subject areas of: 
a. Agricultural Economics 
b. Agricultural Engineering 
c. Agronomy 
d. Animal Science 
e. Entomology 
f. Forestry and \~ildlife 
g. Horticulture 
h. Plant Pathology. 
2. Determine the extent to which these competencies were used by 
the agents in their piesent job assignments. 
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3. Determine the a,gents 1 perceived priority of need for additional 
training for each of the identified subject matter topics. 
4. Compare the agents• perceived competencies, frequency of use 
and priority of need for additional training by years of Extension experi-
ence,and supervisory district. 
In order to collect and analyze necessary data pertaining to the 
purpose and objectives of the study, it was necessary to accomplish the 
fol lowing tasks: 
1. Determine the population for the study. 
2. Develop the instrument for data collection. 
3. Develop the procedure for data collection. 
4. Select the methods for data analysis. 
The Study Population 
The poRulation of this study was comprised of all county Extension 
agents in Oklahoma, whose primary responsibility was to plan, conduct, 
and evaluate county agricultural programs. At. the time of the study, 
the County Extension Agriculture agent positions were vacant in Alfalfa, 
Delaware, and Woods Co.unties. This provided a total potential popu]a-
tion for the study of 74 county Extension agricultural agents. 
Developmeijt of the Instrument 
. . 
The information needed for the study was obtained through the use 
of a questionnaire. The items to be included on the q~estionnaire were 
devel-0p~d with the aid of state Extension speciallsts, area -specialized 
agents, district agents, and county agritultural ag~nts. Each ~f these 
individuals was asked to develop a list of technical subject matter 
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topics for which county agricuJtural agents are or should be responsible 
for in their county assignments. A summary of these responses provided 
a list of 67 specific technical subject matter topics. These 67 topics 
were then categorized under the eight agricultural areas of: Agricultur-
al Economics, Agricultural Engineering, Agronomy, Animal Science, Entomo-
logy, Forestry and Wildlife, Horticulture, and Plant Pathology. These 
eight general agricultural areas were used since they were the depart-
ments responsible for providing both pre-service and in-service subject 
matter training for the 67 specific topics. 
A list of the 67 specific topics was then sent to a panel of 28 
state, district, and county.Extension staff for additional evaluation 
and input. This group was asked to indicate their feelings as to how 
important it was for county agricultural agents to possess knowledge and 
skill for each of the 67 specific topics. After carefully analyzing 
additional input from the panel, a final list of 66 topits was developed 
to be included in the final questionniare. 
In constructing the instrument, the following recommendations, by 
Levine and Gordon (21), concerning appearance and effectiveness were con-
sidered: 
1. Questions should be separated by ~otted lines or extra 
space, distinguishing by boldface type, etc. to ensure 
that the respondent will answer the right question. 
2. The type should be varied to emphasize the important 
words, phrases or instructions. 
3. Check lists, fill-ins, or multiple choice questions should 
be conveniently arranged. Category designations and space 
for aijswers should be placed close together to avoid the 
· possibi 1 ity of error. When confusion is possible, a series 
of dots leading from the category to the answer space is 
helpful . 
4. When the questionnaire is necessarily very long, it should 
look as short as possible (p. 571). 
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The degree to which a questionnaire obtains the desired information 
depends considerably upon the manner in which it is constructed. Levine 
and Gordon (21) su~marize comments of several students of the field into 
the following guides for construction. 
1. The questions should be stated simply and clearly in words 
commonly used by the respondents; they must be relevant 
and meaningful; the categories to be checked should cover 
the full range of answers the respondent can give to the 
questions. 
2. The position of the question in relation to other questions 
frequently affects the responses. 
3. Questions should be worded so that it wi 11 not be easier 
for the respondent to answer one way than another. 
4. When a rating type of questfon is used an attempt should be 
made to counteract the tendency of the respondent to seek a 
middle ground. 
5. In some cases, it may be adv i sab 1 e to encourage the respon-
dent to supply additional information not adequately topped 
or specified by the questionnaire. A final question may be 
provided at the end of the questionnaire, or at the end of 
specific sections, which invites the respondent to discuss 
any problem that is important to him (pp. 571-572). 
The format of the instrument was patterned after ones developed and 
used by Updyke (35), Jones (16), and Farmer (12). 
For each of the 66 topics included on the instrument, respondents 
were asked to indicate the following: first, their perceived level of 
competence; second, how often they used each topic in their present 
assignment; and third, their priority for additional training for each 
topic. 
A final copy of the questionnaire was again reviewed by members of 
the author's advisory committee and selected Extension staff prior to 
duplicating and mailing. 
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Data Collection 
A questionnaire was mailed to each of 74 county Extension agricul-
tural agents in Oklahoma, on August 17, 1981 (Appendix A). A cover let-
ter from Dr. William F. Taggart, Associate Director, Oklahoma Cooperative 
Extension Service, was enclosed explaining the importance and value of 
the study (Appendix B). A self-addressed, stamped envelope was enclosed 
to encourage a prompt response and return. 
The first mailing resulted in 71 (96%) returns from the agents. On 
September 2, 1981, a follow-up letter was mailed to the non-respondents 
stressing the importance of their participation. 
The follow-up letter netted the additional three responses, thus 
providing responses from all 74 agents for a 100 percent return. 
Analysis of Data 
The population of this study included all 74 Cooperative Extension 
county agricultural agents in Oklahoma. The raw data collected was en-
tered through the time sharing option (TSO) into the IBM System 370, 
Model 158 computer, using a 43 teleprinter terminal. A SAS (Statistical 
Analysis System) program was utilized in deriving statistical calcula-
tions used to describe the data collected. 
With a 100 percent return of responses providing a total population, 
the need for sophisticated statistical treatment was limited. After con-
sulting with Dr. James Key, Agricultural Education Department, and Dr. 
Larry Claypool i Statistics Department, Oklahoma State University, it was 
decided that descr1ptive statistics would be the most appropriate. For 
each item on the questionnaire, a frequency count and percentage of re-
sponse were calculated, along with the mean response by district and 
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years of experience. These data gave the average response as well as an 
indication of dispersion of their responses. 
To permit computer analysis of the data, numerical values were 
assigned to the categories according to the following pattern: 
Frequency Priority 
Value Competence of Use for Training 
4 Outstanding Constantly Critical 
3 Above Average Frequently High 
2 Average Occasionally Medium 
Below Average Seldom Low 
0 None Never None 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
The major purpose of this study was to determine and analyze percep-
tions of Oklahoma county Extension agricultural agents concerning their 
levels of competence and educational needs in selected technical agricul-
tural topics, and implications of these perceptions for future in-service 
training programs. · In addition, it was to compare the agents• perceived 
competencies, frequency of use, and priority for additional- training by 
years of Extension experience and superv~sory district. 
Data collected involved the risponses of 74 Oklahoma county Exten-
sion agricultural agents e~ployed at ~he time of the study. The purpose 
of this chapter is to present factual information revealed by the analy-
sis of data compiled. 
Population 
The p6p8lation of this study included 74 Cooperative Extension coun-
ty agricultural agents employ~d in Oklahoma as of August 1, 1981~ · Th~ 74 
agents were dispersed among the four supervisory districts as follows: 
15~-Northwest district, 20--Southwest district, 20--Northeast district, 
and 19--Southea~t district. lnstrume~ts used in this study were received 
from all 74 r~spondents,_ which represented a 100 percent return~ Data 
34 
presented in this chapter therefore represent responses from a total 
population of the study. 
Selected Characteristics of the Agents 
Participating in the Study 
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Data in Table I I provide a breakdown of respondents by years of ex-
perience and supervisory district. Th~rty (40.5%) of the county agricul-
tural agents had over 21 years of experience while 20 (27.0%) fell into 
the 0-5 year experience group. The souiheast district had the higher 
percentage (33,3%) of agents with 0-10 years experience While the north-
east district had the larger percent (35,3%) of agents with over 16 years 
experience. It should be noted that there were only 4 respondents in the 
16-20 year expetience group, and this fact must be kept in mind when con-
sidering mean response dat.a from this group. 
Data in Tabl~ I I I revealed that only 34 (46.0%) of the county agri~ 
cultural agents held a master's degree or higher. Of the 54 percent with 
bachelor degrees, 18 (45.0%) also had been employed with Extension for 
five years or less. It is noteworthy that only two agents in the 0-5 
year experience group possessed master's degrees. 
Thlrty (40.5%) of the respond~nts had an undergraduate degree major 
in Anima1 Science, .whil~ 29 (39~2%) received their undergraduate degrees 
in Agr)~ultural Educatio~. 
Thirty-seven (50.0%) of the agents included in this study indicated 
they planned to actively participate in ah advanced degree program. 
Eighteen of the 37, or 24.3 percent of the study population, were in the 
0-5 year experience group .. 
Years of 
Experience 
0 - 5 
6 - 10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21+ 
Degree 
Bachelor 
Master 
Other 
TABLE 11 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY EXPERIENCE GROUP 
AND SUPERVISORY DISTRICT 
Distribution by District 
Northwest Southwest Northeast Southeast 
(N = 15) ( N = 20) ( N = 20) (N = 19) 
N % N % N % N % 
6 40.0 5 25.0 3 15.0 6 31. 6 
6.7 2 10.0 3 15.0 4 21. 1 
0 0.0 7 35.0 2 10.0 5.3 
0 0.0 5.0 3 15.0 0 0.0 
8 53.3 5 25.0 9 45.0 g 42. 1 
TABLE I I I 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY DEGREE 
HELD AND EXPERIENCE 
Distribution by Years of Experience 
0 - 5 6 - 10 11 - 15 16 - 20 21+ 
(N = 20) (N=lO) ( N = l 0) (N = 4) ( N = 30) 
N % N % N % N % N % 
18 90.0 5 50.0 5 50.0 25.0 11 36.6 
2 10.0 4 40.0 5 50.0 3 75.0 19 63.3 
0 0.0 1 10,0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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Total 
(N = 74) 
N % 
20 27 .0 
10 13.5 
10 13. 5 
4 5.4 
30 40.5 
Total 
(N = 74) 
N % 
40 54. 1 
33 44.6 
l. 4 
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Data in Table IV provide a summary of agents' responses regarding 
their perceptions as to the level of effectiveness of their present in-
service training program. Forty-three (58. 1%) of the agents reported 
such training to be 11moderately effective, 11 while 26 (35.1%) indicated 
it to 11considerably effective." Only one of the respondents perceived 
present in-service training to be of limited effect. 
TABLE IV 
SUMMARY OF AGENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS OF PRESENT 
IN-SERVICE TRAINING 
Level of Number of 
Effectiveness Agents 
Extremely effective 4 
Considerably effective 26 
Moderately effective 43 
Of 1 i mi ted effect 
No effect 0 
Total 74 
Percent of 
Respondents 
5.4 
35. 1 
58. l 
1.4 
0.0 
100.0 
As explained in Chapter 111, a five-point ''Likert-type" scale was 
used to secure agents' percepttons as to their competency, frequency of 
use, and priority for additional training for each of 66 specific subject-
matter topics. ·A copy of the instrument used to secure these data is in-
eluded in Appendix A. The frequency and pr~centage of response in each 
category was determined and means obtained, for each of the 66 topics, by 
supervisory district and experience group. 
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Findings of the Study 
The purpose of this section is to present and analyze data collect-
ed relative to the perceptions of county Extension agricultural agents 
participating in this study. Findings of the study are presented under 
·eight general subject-matter areas and for 66 specific topics within 
those areas. The mean responses of agents for each specific topic were 
grouped by supervisory district and experience level to facilitate com-
parisons and determine differences associated with geographical location 
and years of experience. 
In referring to the mean responses in the tables presented in this 
chapter, the following scale was used to assign the real limits for each 
response category. 
Level of Frequency Priority for 
Range Competence of Use Training 
3.5-4.o · Outstanding Constantly Critical 
2.5-3.49 Above Average Frequently High 
1.5-2.49 Average Occasionally Medium 
0. 5-1. 49 Below Average Seldom Low 
O -0.49 None Never None 
Agricultural Economics 
Data in Tables V and VI provide a summary of agents 1 responses re'."' 
garding their perceived levels of competence, frequency of u~e, and pri-
ority for training for seven specific topics of Agricultural Economics. 
Inspection of the data revealed that agents felt their level of com-
petence was 11 average 11 for each of the seven topics of Agricultural Econo-
mies with mean responses ranging from a low of l.73 for 11machinery man-
agement 11 and 11 father and son agreements 11 to a high of 2.09 for 11 farm 
TABLE V 
AGENTS' PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PRIORITY 
FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 
---·-------···--
Di st.-i but ion by Level of Corneetence 
Below Above Mean 
None Average Average Average Outstanding Response 
Topics N --,-%- --N-,-% N % N % N % N=74 Rank 
Basic Income Tax Management 4 5.4 20 27.0 34 45.9 16 21.6 0 0.0 l. 84 5 
Out look: Futures Market & Hedging l l.4 23 31. l 35 47.3 14 18.9 I l.4 l.88 3 
Farm Records & Record Keeping Systems 0 0.0 13 17.6 43 58. l 16 21. 6 2 2.7 2.09 I 
Basic Estate & Financial Planning 2 2.7 22 29.7 35 47.3 15 20.3 0 0.0 l. 85 4 
Oil & Gas Lease Management 5 6.8 20 27.0 24 32.4 22 29.7 4 4.1 l. 97 2 
Machinery Management--
Ownership vs. Leasing 4 s.4 26 35. l 30 1,0.5 14 18.9 0 0.0 1.73 6.5 
Father and Son Agree.ment5 4 5.4 24 32.4 34 45.9 12 16.2 0 0.0 1. 73 6.5 
Distribution by_ Freguency_ of Use 
Mean 
Never Seldom Occasionally_ Freguently_ Constantly_ Response 
Topics N--%- N % N % N % N % N=74 Rank 
Basic Income Tax Mana9ement 4 5.4 27 36.5 34 45.9 9 12.2 0 0.0 l. 65 5 
Out look: Futures Market & Hedging 5 6.8 21 28.4 36 48.7 12 16.2 0 0.0 l. 74 4 
Farm Records & Record Keeping Systems I l. 4 24 32.4 39 52.7 10 13.5 0 0.0 l. 78 2 
Basic Estate & Financial Planning 3 4. I 23 31. I 37 50.0 11 14.9 0 0.0 l. 76 3 
Oil & Gas Lease Management 5 6.8 10 13.5 26 35. I 23 31. 1 10 13.5 2.31 l 
Machinery Management--
Ownership vs. Leasing 8 10.8 39 52.7 25 33.8 2 2.7 0 0.0 l. 28 6 
father & Son Agreements 12 16.2 37 50.0 24 32.4 1 I. 4 0 0.0 l. 19 7 
Distribution by_ Priority_ for Trainin9 
MP.an 
None Low Mediun, Hi~h Critical Reseonse 
Topi cs N--%- N--%- N % N % N % N=74 Rank 
Basic Income Tax Management 0 0.0 34 45.9 32 43.2 8 10.8 0 0.0 l.65 5 
Out look: Futures Market & Hedging 3 4. l 27 36.5 33 44.6 10 13.5 I I. 4 I. 72 ,, 
Fann Records & Record Keeping Systems 2 2.7 23 31. l 42 56.8 7 9.5 0 0.0 l. 73 3 
Basic Estate & Financial Planning 1 l. 4 25 33.8 34 45.9 14 18.9 0 0.0 l.82 2 
Oil & Gas Lease Management 4 5.4 13 l].6 25 33.8 27 36.5 5 6.8 2.22 1 
Machinery Management--
Ownership vs. Leasing 7 9.5 44 59.6 21 28.4 2 2.7 0 0.0 1.24 6 
Father & Son Agreements 10 13.5 45 60.8 18 24.3 I 1.1, 0 0.0 I. 14 7 w 
I.O 
TABLE VI 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF AGRICUL-
TURAL ECONOMICS BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
By District By Years of Exeerience 
NW SW NE SE 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=l5)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20) (N=lO) (N=IO) (N=li) (N=JO) 
Hean Levels of Comeetence 
Basic Income Tax Management 1.60 I. 85 I. 95 1.89 1. 35 1.90 2.30 I. 50 2.03 
Outlook: Futures Market and Hedging 2.00 1.95 1.80 1. 79 I. 70 1. 50 2.10 2.00 2.03 
Farm Records and Record Keeping Systems 2.00 2.45 1.90 2.00 I. 75 2.10 2.60 I. 75 2.20 
Basic Estate and Financial Planning 1. 73 2.05 2.05 1. 53 1.45 1. 70 1.90 2.00 2.13 
Oil and Gas Lease Management 1. 87 2. 45 1. 55 2.00 I. 75 1.80 2.20 1. 50 2. 17 
Machinery Hanagement--Ownership vs. Leasing 1. 53 2.05 1. 70 1. 58 1.60 I. 40 2.10 1. 50 I. 83 
Father and Son Agreements 1.80 2.00 1.65. 1.47 I. 50 1.50 2.20 I. 50 1.83 
Mean Fre9uency of Use 
Basic _Income Tax Management 1.47 1.75 I. 75 I. 58 I. 15 1.80 2.00 I. 50 1.83 
Outlook: Futures Market and Hedging I. 87 2.10 I. 35 1.68 1.60 1.80 2.20 2.00 1.63 
Farm Records and Record Keeping Systems I. 73 1. 85 l. 70 I. 84 1.65 1.90 2.00 2.00 I. 73 
Basic Estat~ and Financial Planning 1.80 2.00 1.60 1.63 1.40 2.00 2.00 2.25 1. 77 
Oi 1 and Gas Leas.e Management 2.47 2.65 1.80 2.37 2.15 2. 10 2.60 2.50 2.37 
Machinery Management--Ownership vs. Leasing I. 33 1.50 I. 15 1. 16 I. 15 1.30 1.30. 1. 25 1. 37 
Father and _Son Agreements 1.47 I. 45 1.00 0.89 I. 15 0.90 I. 40 I. 25 1.23 
Mean Priority for Training 
Basic Income Tax Management 1.80 I. 50 1.65 1.68 1.60 1.80 1.50 I. 25 I. 73 
Outlook: futures Market and Hedging I. 87 I. 95 I. 45 1.63 1.90 1.60 I. 70 2.25 I. 57 
Farm Records and Record Keeping Systems 1.80 I. 70 1.65 1. 79 1.95 1.90 1. 70 I. 75 I. 53 
Basic Estate and Financial Planning 2.20 1.90 1.60 1.68 1.85 1. 70 I. 50 1. 75 I. 97 
Oil and Gas Lease Management 2.60 2.50 1.50 2.37 2.30 2.00 2.30 2.25 2.20 
Machinery Management--Ownership vs. Leasing I. 53 1. 35 0.95 1.21 I. 50 1. 10 I. 10 0.75 1. 23 
Father and Son Ag_reements. 1.33 I.JO 0.95 1.00 I. 40 1.00 I. 20 0.75 I.OJ 
~ 
0 
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records and record keeping systems . 11 110 i I . and gas management 11 ranked 
second with a mean competence response of 1.97, but also had the widest 
dispersion of responses. Agents in the southwest district perceived 
their level of competence to be higher th~n did agents in other districts 
for 11 farm records and record keeping systems" and 11oil and gas manage-
ment, 11 while data indicated the 11-15 year experience group perceived 
themselves as possessing an overall greater level of competence than did 
the other experience groups. 
Forty-nine (66.2%} of the agents indicated they 11never 11 or 11seldom11 
used information concerning "father and son agreements, 11 and 47 (63.5%} 
responded they 11never 11 or 11seldom11 used information regarding 11machinery 
I 
management. 11 Each of the other five subject topics received an average 
mean response of 11occasionally".with a mean response range from 1.65 for 
11 basic income tax management 11 to 2.31 for 11oil and gas management. 11 
Agents_ in the southwest district reported they used 116utlook11 information 
more frequently than did agents in.the other districts. Agents in the 
northwest, southwest, and southeast districts indicated considerably 
higher use of 11oil_and gas management 11 information. Data indicated that 
overall, the 0-5 year experience group used informatlori from the Agricul-
tural Economics area less frequently than did other experience groups. 
M~an responses indicated that agent~ perceived their highest prior-
ity for training for four topics: 11oil and gas nianagement 11 (2.22), 
''basic estate arid financial planning 11 (1.82), 11 farm records and record 
keeping systems 11 (J.73}, and 11outlook; futures market and hedging" (1.72}. 
Data in Table V show that agents perceived a higher level of competence 
and greater frequericy of use for these same 1our topics. Agents per-
ceived 11mai:hinery managementi' (1.24} and 11 father and son agreements 11 
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(1.14) as 11 low 11 priority for training. A summary of responses did not 
seem to indicate an apparent difference of perceived training needs among 
the five experience groups. Respondents from the northwest, southwest, 
and southeast districts indicated a higher priority for training for"oil 
and gas management" while the 20 respondents from the northeast district 
indicated the lowest need for training in all seven topics. 
For the general area of Agricultural Economics, data showed that 
agents over a 11 fe 1 t they possessed an 11average 11 1 eve 1 of competence 
(mean 1.87), utilized information from the areas "occasionally" (mean 
1.67) and perceived they had a 11medium11 priority of need for training 
(mean 1.65). 
Agricultural Engineering 
Tables VI I and VI I I were formulated to summarize responses from 74 
county agricultural agents regarding their perceived levels of competence, 
frequency of use, and priority for training for 11 specific topics asso-
ciated with the area of Agricultural Engineering. 
Data in Table Vil show that agents perceived their level of compe-
tence response ranging from 1.61 for "irrigation systems.'' to 2.51 for 
"soil and water conservation." Data indicated agents also felt they pos-
sessed a higher level of competence in the areas of "animal housing and 
handling faci lities 11 (mean response 2.46) and "forage harvesting and 
hand 1 i ng 11 (mean response 2. 43). Comparison of data showed that agents 
in the southwest ~istrict perceived they possessed the highest level of 
competence for the topics of Agricultural Engineering, There was no 
apparent difference in the perceived competence possessed among experi-
ence groups. 
TABLE V 11 
AGENTS' PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PRIORITY 
FO~ TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF AGRICULTURAL ENG INF.ERi NG 
Distribution by Level of Comeetence 
Below. Above Mean 
None Avera11e Avera11e Avera11e ·outstandln::i. . Respo4se Topics N--%- N % N % N % N % N=7 Rank 
Crop Storage .0 0.0 II 14.9 49 66.2 14 18.9 0 0.0 2.0li 8 
Anlmal Housing & Handling Facilities 0 o.o I 1.4 Ito 5lt.1 31 lil.9 2 2.7 2.li6 2 
Farm Safety I I.Ii 7 9.5 lt3 58.1 21 28.lt 2 2.7 2.22 
" Irrigation Systems 2 2.7 31 ltl.9 36 48.6 4 5.4 I I.~ 1.61 II 
· Soi t· & Wate.r Conservation 0 0.0 2 2.7 31t lt5,9 36 lt8.7 2 2.7 2.51 I 
Rural Water & Waste Disposal 3 It.I 24 32.4 33 ltlt.6 13 17 .6 I 1.4 I.BO 10 
Alternate Far.m Fuels I. I.It 25 n.8 32 1t3.2 16 21 .6 0 0.0 1.85 9 
Heat Ing wl th 1/ood I I.It lit 18.9 lli 45.9 23 31.1 2 2.7 2.15 7 
Trac tor & Machinery Ma.nagement 0 0.0 9 12.2 42 56.8 22 29.7 1 I.It 2.20 5 
Sprayer Caljl/ration & Operation I 1.4 12 16.2 36 48.7 22 29.7 3 4.1 2.19 6 
Forage Harvesting & Handling 0 o.o 0 0.0 lt4 59.5 28 37.8 2 2,7 2.43 3 
Distribution by Freguency of Use 
Mean 
Never Seldom Oc.cas hma 11 y Freguently Constantly R spo4se Topics N--%- N % N i N % N % 7 Rank 
Crop s.torage 0 o;o 24 32.lt 41 55.lt 9 12.2 0 0.0 LBO 5 
Animal Housing & Handt.Ing Facilities 0 o.o 10 13.5 41 55.lt 2l 3l, 1 0 0.0 2.18 2 
Farm Safety 5 6.8 39 52.7 26 35.) 
" 
s.4 0 0.0 1.39 II 
Irrigation· Systems 5 6.8 26 35. l . 38 51.4 4 5,lt I . 1.4 1.59 8 
Sol I ·s Water Conservat Ion I I.It 14 18.9 lt3 58.1 16 21.6 0 .0.0 2.00 
" Rur.a.1 Water & Waste· D.lsposal 7 9.5 33 44.~ 30 40.5 4 5.lt 0 o.o 1.lt2 9,5 Alternate Farm Fuels 4 5 .• lt 38. 51.4 · 29 39.2 3 t.J 0 0.0 1.42 · 9.5 
HeatiniJ with Wood. 3 It.I 32 "3. 2 . 29 39.2 10 13.5 0 o.o 1.62 7 
Tractor & Machinery Management I l.'t 23 31. I 42 56.8 8 10.8 0 o.o 1.77 6 
Sprayer Calibration & Operation· I I.It Ii 14.9 lt7 6,.s 15 20.3 0 0.0 2.03 3 
forage Harvesting & Hand I Ing 0 0.0 7 9.5 37 · 50.0 29 39.2 I I.It 2.32 I 
Distribution by Priority for Tralrlng 
Mean 
None Low Medium __l!!g_lj_ Critical !_eseogse 
Topics . _N_·_%_· N % N % N· % N % N=7 Rank 
. Crop Storage ,. 5.lt 28 31.8 36 lt8.7 6 8.1 D 0.0 1.59 6 
Animal Haul.Ing & Handling Facilities 2 2.7 lit 18.9 51 68.9 7 9.5 0 0.0 1;85 3 
Farm Safety 10 13.5 39 52.7 22 29.7 3 Ii.I 0 0.0 L21t II 
lrrigatlpn Systems 12 )6.2 17 23.Q 36 lt8.7 8 IQ.8 I J.lt 1.58 7 
Sol I & Water Conservation 1 9.5 22 29,7 38 SI.It 7 9.5 0 0.0 1.61 5 
Ru,al Water &.Waste Disposal 7 9.5 It) 58.1 21 28.lt 3 11.J 0 0.0 1.27 10 
Alternate Farm Fuels 6 8.1 30 lt0.5 28 37,8 10 13.5 0 0.0 1.57 8 
Heating with Wood 9 12.2 37 . 50.0 24 32.4 
" 
5.lt 0 0.0 J .31 9 
·Tractor & Machinery Management 2 2.7 21 28.!i 41 55.'t 10 ll.5 0 0.0 1.80 ,. 
Sprayer Cal ibratlon &· Operation 0. 0.0 18 21t.3 33 ltlt.6 22 29.7 I I.It 2.08 2 
.i,;-
Forage Har.vest.Ing & Handling 1 I.It 9 12.2 39 52.7 21t 32.4 I I.It 2.20 I \JJ 
TABLE VI 11 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF AGRICULTURAL 
ENGINEERING BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
Bt District ~Years of Ex~erience 
NW SW NE SE 0-5 6- IO I I - l 5 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=t5)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20) (N=IO) (N=IO) (N=4) (N~30) 
Mean Levels of Comeetence 
Crop Storage 2.07 2.25 I. 95 1.89 1.80 2.00 2.40 1.75 2. 13 
Animal Housing & Hand I ing Faci I ities 2.33 2.65 2.45 2.37 2.35 2.40 2. 50 2.25 2. 57 
Farm Safety 2.33 2.40 2.00 2.16 2.05 2.10 2. JO 2.25 2.40 
Irrigation Systems I. 67 I. 70 I. 55 I. 53 I. 55 I. 90 1.90 I. 75 I .113 
Soil and Water Conservation 2.60 2.65 2.40 2.42 2.30 2.30 2.60 2.50 2.70 
Rural Water & Waste Disposal I. 47 I. 85 2.00 I. 79 1. 30 1.80 I. 80 I. 75 2. 13 
Alternate farm fuels 1.87 2.05 1.95 I. 53 1.80 1.80 2.00 I. 50 1.90 
Heating with Wood 1.80 2.30 2.25 2.16 2.00 2.00 2.50 2.00 2.20 
Tractor & Machinery Management 2.20 2.35 2.10 2.16 2.00 2.30 2.20 2.50 2.27 
Sprayer Calibration & Operation 2.07 2 .115 2.05 2.16 2.20 2.40 2.40 I. 75 2 .10 
forage Harvesting & Handling 2.20 2.70 2.40 2.37 2.30 2.50 2.50 2.25 2.50 
Mean freguenci of Use 
Crop Storage 1.73 2.00 1.80 I. 63 I. 55 J.80 2.20 2.00 1.80 
Animal Housing & Handling facilities 2.20 2.05 2.20 2.26 I. 95 2.20 2.10 I. 75 2.40 
farm Safety 1.80 1.45 I. 25 1.16 1.45 I. 50 1.20 I. 25 1.40 
Irrigation Systems 1.80 I. 75 I. 35 1.53 J. 70 l .80 I. 80 1.00 I. 47 
Soi I and Water Conservation 2.00 2.05 2.05 1.89 2.00 I. 90 2.00 2.00 2.03 
Rural Wat~,r [, Waste Disposal I. 27 1.35 1.55 1.47 I. 15 1.60 I. 20 I. 50 1.60 
A I ternate farm fue Is J.67 I. 50 1.35 I. 21 I ,35 I. 70 I. 50 1.00 1.40 
Heating with Wood 1.33 1.40 2.05 J.63 1.35 l .80 I. 50 I. 50 1.80 
Tractor & Machinery Management 1.87 1.80 I. 55 J.89 I. 75 2. 10 1.40 I. 75 1.80 
Sprayer Calibration & Operation 1.87 2.05 2.10 2.05 2. 15 2.00 2.40 2.00 1.83 
forage Harvesting & Handling 1.93 2. 15 2.60 2. 53 2.25 2.60 2.00 2.25 2.40 
Mean Prioritt for Training 
Crop Storage I. 73 I. 70 1.60 1.37 I. 75 1.80 I. 70 I. 75 I ,37 
Animal Housing & Mandling Facilities 1.80 I. 65 I. 95 2.00 J .85 2.00 l .60 I. 75 1.90 
Farm Safety I. 40 I. 35 ,95 1. 32 I. 35 I. 20 1.30 1.00 I. 20 
Irrigation Systems I. 73 I. 90 I.OD 1.711 2.05 1.60 1.80 1.00 I. 27 
Soil & Water Conservation J.67 1.85 I .JO 1.63 1. 95 1.80 1.60 I. 50 I. 33 
Rural Water & Oisposal I. 13 1. 25 1.30 1.37 I. 40 1.60 .90 1.00 I. 23 
Alternate farm rue ls I. 93 I. 70 1.40 1.32 1.80 1.80 1.50 1.00 I. 43 
I-lea t i ng w i th Wood I. 27 1.20 I. 50 1.26 I. 45 I. 50 1.00 I. 25 l. 27 
Tractor & Machinery Management 2 .13 l.80 1.45 1.89 2.00 I .80 I. 50 1. 25 1.83 
Sprayer Calibration & Operation 2.27 2. 10 1.90 2.11 2.60 2. 10 2.40 1. 50 I. 70 
Forage Marvesting & Handling 2.13 2.05 2.45 2. I(, 2.40 2.20 2.00 2.25 2. 13 
..i:-
..i:-
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Information from the topic of 11 forage harvesting and handling 11 was 
used most often by the agents. This was evidenced by a mean response of 
2.32, with 40.6 percent of the respondents indicating they used this top-
ic at least 11frequently. 11 11Animal housing and hand! ing faci 1 ities11 and 
11sprayer calibration and operc1tion 11 were also used often by respondents. 
Agents in the northeast and southeast districts reported they used infer-
mation regarding, 11forage harvesting and handling 11 more frequently than 
any other topic. The topics 11 Farm safety, 11 11 Rural water and waste dis-
posal, 11 and "Alternate farm fuels" were 11 seldom11 used by the agents. 
The three topics used most fretjuently were the topics in which agents 
indicated the highest need for training. Although no topic received a 
need for training rating higher than 11medium, 11 agents indicated their 
highest priority for training in 11forage harvesting and handling,11 11spray-
er calibration and operation, 11 and ••animal housing and handling faci 1 i-
ties. 11 Agents from the southwest district indicated a need for training 
in 11 irrigation systems" while agents in the northwest district felt addi-
tional training was needed in "tractor and machinery management. 11 Agents 
in the 0-5 year experience group perceived their overall need for train-
ing for. the 11 topics to be greater than was true for the other experi-
ence groups. 
The 74 county agricultural agents perceived their overall level of 
competence as being ''average ,i• the frequency of use 11occas iona lly,t• and 
their priority for training t,o be 11medium" for the general area of Agri-
cultural Engineering as used in this study, 
Agronomy 
Tables IX and~ contain findings regarding agents• perceived le~els 
. . 
TABLE IX 
AGENTS' PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND 
PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF AGRONOMY 
----------------
----
Dist.-lbullon l>y: level of Con!Pelenc,• 
--------Below Above H~an 
None Average Ave!.!9~ -~~~~ Q_~slan~!!.2 !!.1~~~!: Topics -N-r N % H % N % H % Rank 
---·---·------------· ---------·--··--·-----·-
Soil, Willter & fo1age ·resting & Interpret. 0 0.0 I 1.4 17 23.0 49 66.2 7 9.5 2.8•, I 
Sm.:il I Grain ProJuctlon 0 0.0 I 1.4 27 36.5 43 58.1 3 4.1 2.65 5 
S0rghtn11 Produc lion 0 o.o 5 6.8 41 55.4 27 36.5 I 1.4 2. 32 8 
Peanut Pn,Juc l ion 12 16.2 27 36.5 23 31.1 II 14.9 I 1.4 1. •,9 12 
Soybean Product I on 6 8.1 17 23.0 35 47. 3 12 16.2 4 5.4 I. 88 10 
Cotton Production 13 17.6 24 32.4 23 JI. I II 14.9 3 4.1 I. 55 II 
Sol I Han~~Jcmcnt & Conservdt ion 0 o.o 2 2. 7 39 52.7 29 39.2 4 5.4 2. 47 6 
Weed r. Brush Cont r.ol 0 0.0 I 1.4 23 31. I 46 62.2 4 5.4 2. 72 3 
Soil Fertility & Management -0 0.0 0 0.0 21 28.4 47 63.5 6 8.1 2 .80 2 
Pasture Handgemenl & Forage Production 0 0.0 0 0.0 27 )6.5 42 56.8 5 6.8 2. 70 4 
Turf Management I 1,4 7 9-5 34 45.9 26 35.1 6 8.1 2. J9 7 
ReJ11ced Tl n~ge t Energy Conservat Ion 0 0.0 15 20.3 36 48. 7 22 29.7 I 1.4 2. 12 9 
----------· ------------
Distribution bl Freguencx of Use 
Hean 
Never Suldom Occasional 1¥: Fr:quen,ly Comitant IX ~onse 
Topics -11--,- "--%- ff % N % . H~lli- Rank 
Sol I, W,·Jler £ forage. Testing & Interpret. 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.5 45 60.8 22 29. 7 J.20 I 
Smal I Gt·aln Product~ou 0 o.o 3 4.1 16 21.6 44 59;4 II 14.9 2.85 5 
Sorghum rroduct Ion I 1.4 6 8.1 43 58.1 20 27.0 4 5.4 2. 27 7 
Peanut Product Ion 23 31.0 24 32.4 15 20. I II 14.9 I 1.4 I. 23 II 
Soybean Product I on II 14.9 23 31.1 24 32.4 12 16.2 4. 5.4 1.66 10 
Cot ton Product I on 40 54.1 10 13.5 12 16.2 10 l).5 2 2.1 0.'.17 12 
Snl I Management" 5 Conserval Ion 0 o.o II 14.9 42 56.8 18 24.3 l 4.1 2.18 9 
\leed & Brush Control 0 0.0 2 2.1 8 10.8 53 71.6 II 14.9 2.99 2. 5 
Soi I Fert 111 ty £ Hana9ement 0 0.0 I 1.4 13 17.6 46 62.2 14 10.9 2.99 2. 5 
Pasture Management & forage Pi·oductlon 0 0.0 I 1.4 19 25. 7 41 55.4 13 17.6 2.89 4 
lurf Hanagement I 1.4 6 8.1 26 35.1 30 40.5 II 14.9 2.59 6 
Reduced Tl I I age £ E~ergy Conservat Ion I 1.4 9 12.1 37 50.0 26 35. I I 1.4 2.2J 8 
--------
Distribution bl Prlorltl for lralnln~ 
Hean 
Hone Low Hedi ... 
_!!!9!!....._ Crl ti cal Response 
Topics -H--%-
_" ___ %_ rr,- H % -H--%- N=71i- Rank 
-------··-
Soi I I Water & Forage Test Ing & lnterp1·et. 0 o.o 10 IJ.5 35 47 .3 27 36.5 2 2. 7 2.28 5 
Smal I Gl'"ain fl'"oductlon 0 0.0 II _14.9 34 45.9 28 37.8 I 1.4 2. 26 6 
Sol'"gl~um Product I on 0 o.o 20 27 .1 42 56.8 II 14.9 I 1.4 1.91 8 
Peanut Proiluct ion 23 31.1 26 35.1 18 24.) 7 9-5 6 6.o 1.12 II 
Soybean Product Ion 12 16.2 26 )5.1 26 35.1 8 10.8 2 2. 7 1.49 10 
Cotton Production 34 45.9 17 23.0 12 16.2 9 12.2 2 2. 7 1.03 12 
Sol I Hana9e111ent & Con~ervation 2 2.1 20 27.0 42 56.8 9 12.2 I 1.4 1.82 9 
Weed & Bf'ush Control 0 0.0 6 8.1 21 28.4 40 54.1 7 9.5 2.65 I 
Soi I fer t".111 Ly ,& Management 0 0.0 9 12.2 )O ~0.5 33 ~4.6 2 2. 7 2. 38 3 
Past1ffe Hanc1ye111ent & ~or-age Pl'"oductlon I 1.4 3 4.1 34 115.9 30 ~0.5 6 8.1 2.50 2 
Turf Management I 1.4 .~ 18.9 34 ~~-9 22 29. 7 3 
~- · 
2.16 7 
Roducr.d Ti 1 la9e & Euergy Conservation I 1.4 10 l].5 30 40.5 JI 41.9 2 2. 7 2. JI ~ 
-1:"" 
·-·---·----------·-- -----------·-----------------·----·-----
"' 
TABLE X 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF AGRONOMY 
BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
--
Bi District 
NW SW NE 
Bi Years of Exeerlence 
SE 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=15)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20)(N=IO)(N=IO) (N=lt) (N=30) 
Mean ~evels of Comeetence 
Soll, Water & forage Testing Interpret 2.67 3;10 2.70 2.Blt 2.55 2.80 3.00 - 2.25 3.07 
Small GraJn Production 2.93 2.85 2,35 2.53 2.lt5 2.50 2.70 2. 75 2.80 
Sorghum P rO<luc t I on 2.33 2.50 2.15 2.32 l.90 2.30 2.70 2.00 2.53 
.Peanut Production .87 I. 70 , •. 25 2.00 1.liO 1.70. 1.90 1.50 1.33 
Soybean Product Ion · 1.00 1.75 2.1io 2.16 1,lt5 1.70 2.50. 2.25 1.97 
Cotton Production LOO 2.li5 1.10 1.53 1.1to 1.30 Z.00 I. 75 1.57 
Sol I Management & ·conservation 2.60 2.55 2.35 2.li2 2.35 2.lio 2.60 2.25 2.57 
Weed & Brus·h Control 2.53 2.80 2.85 2.63 2.1io 2.80 2.80 2.75 2.87 
Soll Fertll.lty & Management 2.73 2.95 2.70 2.79 2.50 2.70 3.00 2.50 3.00 
Pasture Management & Forage Production 2.li7 2.85 2.65 2.79 2.50 2.80 2.80 2.50 2.80 
Turf Management 2.27 2.70 2.1io 2.16 1.95. 2.30 2.80 2.00. 2.63 
Reduced Ti I I age & Energy Conservat Ion 2.27 2.15 2.05 2.05 ·1.75 2,20 2.30 1.25 2.110 
Mean Freguenci of Use 
Soll, Water_& Forage Testing & Interpret 3.20 3.25 3,15 3.21 3.30 3.20 3.1to 3.00 3. fo 
Sma II Gra Iii Product lori 3.33 3.05 2.60 2.53 3.05 2.80 3.10 2.75 2.67 
Sorghum Production 2.li7 2.30 2.15 2.21 2.20 2.30 2.110 2.00 2.30 
Peanut Production .27 1.50 .90 2.05 1.05 1.50 1.70 1.00 1.13 
Soybean Production .67 1.15 2.55 2.05 1.50 1.80 I. 50 _. 2. 25 I. 70 
Cotton Pr_oductlon .33 2.65 .20 .53 .95 .60 2.10 .75 .77 
Soll Management & Conservation 2.13 2.1to 2.10 2.05 2.30 2.10 2.50 2.00 2.03 
Weed & Brush· Control 2.93 2.85 3.15 3.00 2.90 2.80 2.90 2_.50 3.20 
Soll Fert II.I ty & Management 2.73 3.10 3.05 3.00 3.05 2.90 3.30 2.75 2.90 
Pasture ·Management _& Forage ·Production 2.67 2.55 3.10 3.21 2.85 3.00 2.lio 2.75 3.07 
Turf_ Management 2.80 2.60 2.55 2.li7 2.20 2.80 2.80 2.00 2.80 
Reduced Tillage & Energy Conservation 2.1t7 2.20 2.35 l.95 2.25 2.10 2.110 2.00 2.23 
Mean Prlortti for Tralnlns 
Soll, Water & Forage Testing & Interpret Z,33 2.35 2.20 2.26 2.55 2.10 2.50 2.50 2.07 
Small Grain Production 2.li7 2,50 2.10 2.00 2.65 2.20 2.1io 2.50 1.93 
Sorghum Product Ion 2.20 I.Bo 1.80 1.89 2.15· 1.90 1.90 1.75 1.77 
Peanut Production .Ito l.lt5 .70 1.79 1.20 1.70 1.30 .50 .90 
Soybean Production .73 .95 2.15 1.95 1.55 1.60 1.20 2.00 1.li3 . 
Cotton Production .53 2.50 .25 .68 1.15 .90 1.90 1.00 .70 
So fl _.Management & Conservat Ion 2.00 1.85 1.80 1.68 2.20 t.80 1.80 1.75 1.60 
Weed_& ·erush Control 2.60 2.lt5 2.80 2.71t 2.80 2.60 2.50 2.50 2.63 
Soll Fertllllty & Management 2.53 2.20 2.1io 2.lt2 2.70 2.30 2.50 2.75 2.10 
Pasture Management & for.age Prod11ct-lon 2.27 2.15 2,85 2.68 2.60 2.60 2.00 2.75 2.53 
Turf M.inagement. . . . 2.1to · 1.ao 2.30 2.21 2.30 2.20 1.90 2.25 2.13 
Rc,duced 2.'_l_l~!I_I:__ & Energy Conserva t Ion 2.1i7 2;20 :qo 2.11 2.55 2.30 2.50 2.00 2.13 
.i:-
...... 
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of competence, frequency of use, and priority for training for 12 speci-
fic topics of Agronomy. 
Analysis of data in Table IX. clearly indicates that agents perceive 
their level of competence to be 11above average 11 for: "soil, water, and 
forage testing" (mean response of 2.84), "soil fertility and management" 
(mean response of 2.80}, 11weed and brushcontrol 11 (mean response of 
2.72), "pasture management and forage production" (mean response of 
2.65), and 11 small grain production" (mean response of 2.65). Topics 
with the widest dispersion of responses as well as lowest mean responses 
were: "soybean production," 11cotton production, 11 and "peanut production." 
Major differences among districts regarding agents per.ceived competencies 
were noted for these three topics. Data in Table X show the perceived 
differences for these three specific topics follow a similar pattern for 
frequency of use and priority for training. These findings were support-
ed by data found in the 1980 Oklahoma Agricultural statistics report 
which points out: (1) the top 10 peanut production counties are in the 
southwest and southeast districts; (2) the top 10 soybean production 
counties are located in the eastern half of Oklahoma; and (3) 18 of the 
top 20 cotton production counties are located in the southwest district. 
Although agents mean training response placed these three topics as 11 low11 
priority for.training, it should be noted th~t p~tceived training needs 
in .these topics was .consldered 11 high 11 or 11critica1' 1 by agents in certain 
districts. 
Examination of the data in Table IX shows that "soi 1, water, and 
forage testing 11 was used at least 11 frequently 11 by over 90 percent of the 
population. "Weed and brush control 11 ranked second with 86,5 percent of 
the agents using it at least 11 frequently. 11 "Pasture management and 
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forage production, 11 11 sma 11 grain production, 11 and 11 turf management" were 
were also topics for which agents indicated an overall mean frequency of 
use as 11 frequently. 11 
Agents indicated their highest priority for additional training for 
the topic of 11weed and brush control 11 as determined by an overa 11 mean 
training response of 2.65. 11 Pasture management and forage production" 
ranked second with a 11high11 priority for training as indicated by a mean 
training response of 2.50. Data disclosed that agents in the northeast 
and southeast districts perceived a greater need for training for this 
topic than did agents in the other districts. Summary of responses iden-
tified four other topics which at least 35 percent of the population per-
ceived as a 11 high 11 priority for additional training. These topics were: 
11soil fertility and management, 11 11 reduced tillage and energy conserva-
tion,11 11soil, water, and forage testing, 11 and 11 small grain production. 11 
For the 12 specific topics for the area of Agronomy, respondents 
perceived their overall mean lelve of competence as being 11average. 11 
They felt their overall frequency of use to be 11occasionally, 11 and their 
overall priority for additional training for the general area of Agronomy 
was 11medium. 11 
Animal Science 
Tables XI and XII were developed to present a summary of agents 1 re-
sponses concerning their perceived levels of competence, fr~quency of use, 
and priority for training for eight specific topics of Animal Science. 
Accordfng to the data presented in Table XI, agents indicated they 
possessed 11a.bove average 11 competence for four of the specific animal sci-
ence topics. Agents were most c:ompetent in 11animal selection 11 with 58.2 
TABLE XI 
AGENTS' PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PRIORITY 
FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF ANIMAL SCIENCE 
Distribution bl:'. Level of Comeetence 
Below Above Ht:an 
None Avera9e Averatie A;eras;- Outstandlnl! Reseonse 
Topics N--%- N % N % N % N=71i Rank 
Anima I Select Ion· 0 O.D 0 ().() 31 lil.9 36 lt8.7 7 9.S 2.68 I 
Animal Reproduction 0 o.o I I.It 38 51.lt 32 lt3.2 3 It.I 2.50 
" Animal Nutrition 0 0.0 5 6.8 33 ltlt.6 31 ltl.9 5 6.8 2.1t9 5 
Lives tock Management 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 ltlt.6 38 51.lt 3 It.I .2.59 2 
Animal Health, Disease Prevention & 0 0.0 
" 
5.lt 36 lt8.7 33 ltlt.6 I I.Ii 2.1t2 6 
Parasite Control 
·11eat Animal &· Carcass Eva.luatlon I i.lt 10 13.5 . 35 1t7.3 25 33.8 3 it.I 2.26 8 
Pasture &· Forage Ut i 11 za t ion 0 o.o 2 2.7 30 lt0.5 39 52.7 3 4.1 2.S8 3 
Livestock Skills· (Fitting. & Showing) I I.It II llt.9. 26 35; I 32 lt3.2 
" 
5.lt 2.36 7 
Distribution h):'..Freguencl:'. of Use 
Hean 
Never Seldom Occasional I):'. Frequently Constant I):'. 
.!!eseo4se 
Topics N % N % N % N % N % N=7 Rank 
Animal Sel~ctlon 0 0.0 3 
"·' 
31t .li5.9 31 ltl.9 6 8.1 2.51t 5 
Animal Reproduction 0 0.0 9 12.2 lt5 60.8 18 2.li.3 2 2.7 2.18 7 
Animal Nutrition 0 0.0 3 
"·' 
27 36.5 39 52.7 5 6.8 2.62 2.5 
Llvesto.ck Management' 0. 0.0 3 4.1 23 31. I 40 5'i, 1 8 10.8 2.72 I 
Animal Health, Disease Prevention & o· 0.0 5 6.8 28 37.8 33 44.6. 8 10.8 2.59 
" Parasite Control Heat Animal&· Carcass.Evaluation 2 2,7 32 lt3.2 29 39.2 9 12.2 2 2.7 1.69 8 
Pasture & Forage Utilization 0 o.o 6 8.1 23 31.1 38 51.lt 7 9.5 2.62 2.5 
Llvestock.Sldlls (Fitting & Showing) 2 2.7 15 20.3 22 29.7 30 1to.5 5 6.8 2.28 6 
Distribution bl:'. Prlorit):'. Tralninl! 
Hean 
None .Low Medium 
_'lli!!._ Crl tlca I Reseonse 
Topics N--%- N % N % N % N % N=71t Rank 
Animal Sele·ction: 2 2.7 12 16.2 
"" 
59.5 15 20.3 i 1.4 2.01 5 
An ima I Reproduction · I I.It 15 20.3 43 58.1 13 17 .6 2 2.7 2.00 6 
Animal Nutrition I I.It 5 6.8 35 47 .3 30 lt0.5 3 
"·' 
2.39 3.5 
Livestock Management I 1.4 5 6.8 30 40.5 35 117.3 3 
"·' 
2.46 I 
Animal Heaith, Disease P.revention & 0 o.o 
" 
5.li 36 48.7 32 43.2 2 2.7 2.1t3 2 
Parasite Control 
Heat Animal & Carca.ss Evaluation 3 
"·' 
33 ltlt.6 28 37.8 9 12.2 I I.It 1.62 8 
Pasture & Forage Utilization I 
'·" 
II 14.9 25 33,8 32 ltl.2 5 6.8 2.39 3.5 
Livestock Skil.ls (Fitting &.Showlrig) 10 13.5 19 25.7 29 39.2 13 l7.6 3 4.1 1.73 7 V, 
0 
TABLE X 11 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF ANIMAL 
SCIENCE BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
Topics 
An i ma I Select i c,n 
Animal Reproduction 
Animal Nutrition 
Livestock Management 
Animal Health, Disease Prevention & Parasite 
Control 
Meat Animal & Carcass Evaluation 
Pasture & Forage Utilization 
Livestock Skills (Fitting & Showing) 
Animal Selection 
Animal Reproduction 
Animal Nutrition 
Livestock Management 
Animal Health, Disease Prevention & Parasite 
Control 
Meat Animal & Carcass Evaluation 
Pasture & Forage Utilization 
Livestock Ski I ls (Fitting & Shm~ing) 
Animal Selection 
An ima I Reproduction 
Animal Nutrition 
Livestock Management 
Animal liealth, Disease Prevention & Parasite 
Control 
Meat Animal & Carcass Evaluation 
Pasture & Forage Utilization 
Livestock Skills (Fitting & Showing) 
By District 
NW SW NE SE 
(N=l5) (N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) 
B~ars _.Q_f_~er i encc 
0-5 b-Toll-1516-20 21+ 
(N=20) (N=IO) (N=IO) (N=4) (N-30) 
Mean Levels of Com~etence 
2.67 
2.40 
2.33 
2.53 
2. 27 
2.80 
2.55 
2.60 
2.70 
2.60 
2.60 2.63 
2.50 2.53 
2.45 2.53 
2.50 2.63 
2.30 2.47 
2.13 2.25 2.25 2.37 
2.07 2.75 2.55 2.84 
2.33 2.50 2.35 2.26 
2.55 2.60 
2 .4 5 2. 30 
2.30 2.1io 
2.1i5 2.40 
2.35 2.30 
2.60 
2.50 
2.60 
2.60 
2.30 
2.75 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.00 
2.80 
2.60 
2.60 
2.77 
2.60 
2.10 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.43 
2.30 2.70 3.00 2.25 2.63 
2.50 2.40 2.00 2.25 2.40 
Mean Frequency of Use 
2.47 2.70 2.45 2.53 
I .93 2.lio 2.20 2. 11 
2.27 2.80 2.65 2.68 
2.33 2.75 2.70 3.00 
2.20 2.60 2.80 2.68 
1.73 1.65 1.65 1.74 
2.00 2.45 3.00 2.89 
2.60 2.40 1.95 2.26 
I. 87 
l. 93 
2.20 
2.33 
2.40 
2.00 
2.00 
2.40 
2.30 
2.30 
Mean Priority_ 
2.20 1.95 
2.10 1.95 
2.50 2.42 
2.45 2.74 
2.45 2.58 
1.93 1.45 1.55 1.63 
2.13 2.00 2.80 2.58 
l.80 l.65 1.110 2.11 
2.55 2.60 2.40 2.25 2.60 
2.00 2.20 2. 10 2.25 2.30 
2.40 2.80 2.90 2.50 2.63 
2.50 2.70 2.50 2.75 2.93 
2.50 2.60 2.30 2.50 2.77 
I .50 1.90 1.40 1.50 I .87 
2.30 3.10 2.50 2.75 2.70 
2.55 2.10 2.10 1.75 2.30 
for Trainin.9. 
1.95 2. 10 
2.10 2.30 
2.40 2.50 
2.40 2.60 
2.55 2.70 
2.00 
I. 70 
2.70 
2.10 
I. 90 
2.00 
2.00 
2.25 
2.75 
2.00 
2.03 
l. 93 
2.27 
2.53 
2.50 
1.60 1.70 1.50 1.75 1.63 
2.25 2.80 2.00 3.00 2.40 
1.95 1.90 1.60 .75 1.20 
V, 
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percent of the respondents in the 11above average 11 and 11outstanding 11 cate-
gories and a mean level of competence of 2.68. 11 Livestock management 11 
and 11pasture and forage utilization11 were ranked second and third with 
agents indicating their level of competence as 11above average. 11 Findings. 
show that agents possessed a lower level of competence for 11 livestock 
skills11 and 11meat animal and carcass evaluation11 with mean competence re-
sponses of 2.36 and 2.26, respectively. Data in Table XI I show few appar-
ent differences of levels of competence possessed among districts and ex-
perience groups. 
The frequency of use mean responses illustrated in Table ~I ranges 
from 11frequently 11 for 11 1 ivestock management 11 (2. 72), to 11occasional ly 11 
for 11meat animal and carcass evaluation11 (l.69), Responses indicated 
that five of the eight topics were used 11 frequently 11 by agents in their 
present assignments. In general, agents in the northwest district used 
animal science information less frequently than did agents in other dis-
tricts. No observable differences were apparent when frequency of use 
was compared by experience group. 
An analysis of mean training responses disclosed that agents per-
ceive each of the specific topics as a 11medium11 priority for additional 
training. It was observed that mean training responses ranged from 2.46 
(medium) for 11 livestock management 11 to 1.62 (medium) for 11meat animal and 
carcass evaluation. 11 Agents in the southeast district perceived a 11high 11 
need for training in 11 livestock management 11 while agents in both the 
northeast and southeast districts identified 11pasture and forage utiliza-
tion11 as a 11 high 11 priority foi- additional training. 
Data did not show years of experience to be a contributing factor to 
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agents' indications of priority for additional training for the general 
area of animal science. 
The 74 agents in this study perceived their levels of competence to 
be 11average, 11 frequency of use 11occasionally, 11 and priority of training 
11medium11 for the overall area of Animal Science as presented in this 
study. 
Entomology 
A summary of agents' responses concerning their levels of competence, 
frequency of use, and priority for additional training for seven specific 
topics of Entomology is provided in Tables XI 11 and. XIV. 
Analysis of data show agents perceived level of competence to be 
highest for "animal insects, 11 with all 74 respondents indicating they 
possessed at least 11average11 competence. The topic for which agents pos-
sessed the second highest level of competence was ''proper use of insecti-
cides and miticides 11 and the lowest was "turf insects, 11 with a mean level 
of competence of 2. 24 or "ave rage. 11 
"Horticulture insects" was the topic most frequently used, with 90.6 
percent of the agents using this topic 11 frequently 11 or 11 constantly.11 Six-· 
teen (21.6%) of the respondents indicated they 11 constantly11 used the 
topic "proper use of insecticides and miticides. 11 Data show "rangeland 
and pasture insects" as the· topic with the lowest frequency of use and 
·the only topic not 11 frequently 11 used by agents. Agents in the northwest 
district indicated they used "horticulture insects" less than did the 
agents in the other districts. Information from 11field crop insects" 
was used most often by agents in the southwest district. 
TABLE XI I I 
AGENTS' PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PRIORITY 
FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF ENTOMOLOGY 
Distribution by Level of Competence 
Below Above Mean 
None Average Average Avera2e Dutstand ing Reseonse 
Topics N --%- -N--%- N % N % N % N=7~ Rank 
1.0. & Control of Turf Insects 0 0.0 8 10.8 42 56.7 22 29.7 2 2.7 2.24 7 
1.0. & Control of Horticultural Insects 0 D.O I 5.4 33 44.6 34 45. 9 3 4.1 2.49 5 
1.0. & Control of Field Crop Insects 0 0.0 3 4.1 37 50.0 27 36.5 7 9-5 2.51 4 
1.0. & Control of Rangeland & Pasture 0 0.0 6 8.1 35 47.3 28 37.8 5 6.8 2.43 6 
Insects 
1.0. & Control of Household Pests 0 0.0 4 5.4 31 41. 9 32 43.2 7 9.5 2.57 3 
1.0. & Control of Animal Insects 0 . 0.0 0 0.0 32 43.2 36 118.7 6 8.1 2.65 I 
Proper Use of Insecticides, Miticides 0 0.0 I 1.4 34 45.9 30 40.5 9 12. 2 2.64 2 
Distribution by Freguency of Use 
Mean 
Never Seldom Occasionally Freguent I y Constantly Reseonse 
Topics N% N % N % N % N % N=7~ Rank 
1.0. & Control of Turf Insects 0 0.0 6 8.1 31 41. 9 31 41. 9 6 8.1 2.50 6 
1.0. & Control of Horticultural Insects 0 0.0 I 1.4 6 8.1 52 70.3 15 20.3 3.09 I 
1.0. & Control of Fi~ld Crop Insects 0 0.0 2 2.7 15 20.3 49 66.2 8 10.8 2.85 3-5 
I .D. & Control of Rangeland & Pasture 0 0.0 4 5.4 41 55.4 26 35, I 3 4.1 2.38 7 
Insects 
1.0. & Control of Household Pests 0 0.0 2 2.7 18 24 .3 43 58.1 II 14.9 2.85 3,5 
I.D. & Control of Animal Insects 0 o.o 3 4. I 30 40.5 36 48.7 5 6.8 2.58 5 
Proper Use of Insecticides & Miticides 0 0.0 I 1.4 15 20.3 42 56.8 16 21.6 2.99 2 
Distribution by Priority for Trainin2 
Mean 
None Low Medium High Critical Response 
Topics N --r N % N % N % N % N=7~ Rank 
1.0. & Control ·of Turf Insects I 1.4 7 9,5 46 62.2 18 24.3 2 2.7 2.18 6 
I.D. & Control of Horticultural Insects 0 0.0 5 6.8 26 35.1 40 54.1 3 4. I 2.55 I 
1.0. & Control of Field Crop lnsecti 0 0.0 5 6.8 29 39.2 38 51.4 2 2.7 2.50 2 
1.0. & Control of Rangeland & Pasture 0 0.0 12 16.2 41 55.4 19 25.7 2 2.7 2 .15 7 
lnsec.ts 
I.D. & Control of Household Pests 0 0.0 9 12.2 39 52,7 25 33.8 I I .11 2.24 5 
I.D. & Control of Animal Insects 0 0.0 6 8. I 38 51 ·'· 28 37.8 2 2.7 2.35 3 Proper Use of Insecticides & Miticides I I. 4 8 10.8 33 44.6 29 39.2 3 4.1 2.34 4 V, 
.i::-
TABLE XIV 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF 
ENTOMOLOGY BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
B'.!'. District B'.!'. Years of Exeerience 
NW SW NE SE 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=15)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20) (N=IO) (N=IO) (N=4) (N=30) 
Mean Levels of Comeetence 
I.D. & Control of Turf Insects 2.53 2.30 2.05 2.16 2. 15 I. 90 2.30 I. 75 2.47 
I.D. & Control of Horticultural Insects 2.47 2.55 2.40 2.53 2.35 2.20 2.60 2.00 2.70 
I.D. & Control of Field Crop Insects 2.73 2.60 2.45 2.32 2.40 2.00 2.50 2.25 2.80 
I.D. & Control of Rangeland & Pasture Insects 2.60 2.50 2.30 2.37 2.45 2.00 2.20 I. 75 2. 73 
1.0. & Control of Household Pests 2.60 2.65 2.45 2.58 2.50 2.20 2.40 2.25 2.83 
I.D. & Control of Animal Insects 2.73 2.70 2.60 2.58 2.55 2.40 2.60 2.25 2.87 
Proper Use of Insecticides & Miticldes 2.67 2.70 2.45 2.74 2.35 2.30 2.60 2.50 2.97 
Mean Frequency of Use 
I.D. & Control of Turf Insects 2.53 2.60 2.45 2.42 2.45 2.60 2.40 I. 75 2.63 
1.0. & Control of Horticultural Insects 2.67 3.10 3.20 3.32 2.95 3 .10 3.20 2. 75 J.20 
I.D, & Control of Field Crop Insects 2.87 3.10 2.85 2.58 2.90 2.60 3.00 2.50 2.90 
1.0. & Control of Rangeland & Pasture Insects 2.40 2.25 2.40 2.47 2.45 2.40 2.00 I. 75 2.53 
1.0. & Control of Household Pests 2.47 2.90 2.95 3.00 2.90 2.70 2.80 2.25 2.97 
1.0. & Control of Animal Insects 2 · ''° 2.55 2.70 2.6) 2.50 2.50 2.30 2.50 2. 77 Proper Use of Insecticides & Miticides 2. 73 J.05 3. JO 3.00 2.95 2.80 3.10 2.50 3. I 0 
Mean Priorit'.!'. for Training 
1.0. & Control of Truf Insects 2.27 2.00 2.10 2.37 2.45 2.20 2.00 2.00 2.07 
1.0. & Control of Horticultural Insects 2.27 2.65 2.50 2.74 2.80 2.70 2.50 2.50 2.37. 
1.0. & Control of Field Crop Insects 2.47 2.60 2.45 2.47 2.85 2.60 2.40 2. 75 2.23 
1.0. & Control of Rangeland & Pasture Insects 2;27 2.05 2.05 2.26 2.55 2.40 l.90 I. 75 I. 93 
1.0. & Control of Household Pests 2.20 2.25 2.10 2.42 2.45 2.40 2.20 2.00 2. 10 
I .D. & Control of Animal Insects 2.33 2.35 2.30 2.42 2.70 2.40 2. JO 2.25 2.20 
Proper Use of Insecticides & Miticides 2.27 2.35 2.35 2.37 2.80 2.40 2.20 I. 75 2. 13 
u, 
u, 
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Two topics for which agents indicated a "high" priority for addi-
tional training were "horticulture insects" (2.55) and "field crop in-
sects" (2.50). Agents perceived a "medium" priority for training for 
each of the other specific topics, with the lowest perceived training 
need being "rangeland and pasture insects" represented by a mean re-
sponse of 2. 15. 
Agents in the southwest and southeast districts indicated "horticul-
ture insects'' as a "high" priority for additional training, while "field 
crop insects" was a "high" priority for additional training for agents 
only in the southwest district. The agents in the 0-5 year experience 
group expressed a higher need for additional training for all seven spe-
cific topics of entomology. 
For the overal 1 area of Entomology, as included in this study, agents 
perceived their level of competence as "above average," frequency of use 
to be "frequently," and priority for additional training to be "medium." 
Forestry and Wildlife 
Data presented in Tables XV and XVI summarize agents• responses re-
garding their perceived levels of competence, frequency of use, and pri-
ority for additional training for seven specific topics within the gener-
al area of Forestry and Wildlife. 
A summary of responses shows that agents felt most competent in 
"fish and pond management," with a mean competence response of 2.15 or 
"average." "Marketing forest products" ranked last with 66.2 percent of 
of the agents perceiving themselves as possessing less than average com-
petence. Agents in the northeast and southeast districts perceived them-
selves as being more competent in the topics of "forestry management," 
TABLE XV 
AGENTS 1 PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PRIORITY 
FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF FORESTRY AND WILDLIFE 
---------- ----- ---·-------
Topics 
Forestry Management 
Farm Windbreaks 
Marketing Forest Products 
Wood Selection for Heating 
Wildlife Conservation 
Animal & Bird Control 
Fish & Pond Management· 
Topics 
Forestry Mangement 
Farm Windbreaks 
Marketing Forest Products 
Wood Selection for Heating 
Wildlife Conservation 
Animal & Bird Control 
Fish & Pond Management 
Topics 
Forestry Management 
Farm WI ndbreaks 
Marketing Forest Products 
Wood Selection for Heating 
Wildlife Conservation 
Animal & Bird Control 
Fish & Pond Management 
None 
N --%-
9 12.2 
3 It.I 
12 16.2 
3 4.1 
3 It.I 
3 It. I 
1 I. It 
Never 
N--%-
23 31.1 
9 12.2 
22 29.7 
8 I0.8 
It 5.lt 
It 5.lt 
0 0.0 
None 
N --%-
19 25.7 
13 17:6 
17 23.0 
8 10.8 
7 9-5 
It 5.lt 
I I.It 
Distribution bt Level of Comeetence. 
Below Above 
Average Avera2e Avera2e 
N % N % N % 
32 lt3. 2 25 33.8 7 9.5 
23 31.1 38 51.lt 10 13.5 
37 · 50.0 19 25.7 6 8.1 
20 27.0 34 lt5.9 lit 18.9 
II llt.9 Iii 55.lt 16 21.6 
II llt.9 lt3 58.1 16 21.6 
10 13.5 Iii 55.lt 21 28.lt 
Distribution bt Fre9uenct of Use 
Seldom Occas iona Ill Fre9uentll 
N % N % N % 
37 50.0 II llt.9 3 It.I 
Ito 54. I 20 27.0 5 6.8 
39 52,7 10 13.5 3 It.I 
30 lt0.5 31 ltl.9 5 6.8 
33 1,1t.6 32 lt3.2 5 6.8 
19 25.7 38 51.lt II llt.9 
13 · 17 .6 36 lt8.7 25 33.8 
Distribution bt Prioritt for Traini112 
Low Medium __J!!fil!_ 
N % N % N % 
36 lt8.7 18 2lt.3 I I.It 
33 ltlt.6 23 31.1 5 6.8 
Iii 55.lt 13 17.6 3 Ii. I 
lt3 58.1 19 25.7 It 5.lt 
38 51. It 26 35. ·, 3 Ji. I 
20 27.0 Ito Sit. I 10 13. 5 
1& 21.6 31t lt5,9 22 29-7 
Mean 
Ou ts land i 119 Response 
N % N=7li Rank 
I I.It 1.lt5 6 
0 0.0 I. 71t 5 
0 0.0 I. 26 7 
3 It. I I. 92 It 
3 It. I 2.07 2 
1 I.It 2.01 3 
I I.It 2.15 I 
Mean 
Constant It Reseonse 
N % N=71t Rank 
0 0.0 .92 6.5 
0 0.0 1.28 5 
0 0.0 .92 6.5 
0 0.0 1.lt5 It 
0 0.0 I. 51 3 
2 2.7 I.Sit 2 
0 0.0 2.16 I 
Mean 
Critical Reseonse 
N % N=71i Rank 
0 0.0 1.01 7 
0 0.0 1.27 It 
0 0.0 1.03 6 
0 0.0 I. 26 5 
0 0.0 l.31t 3 
0 0.0 1.16 2 
I I.It 2.08 I 
Vl 
'-I 
TABLE XVI 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF FORESTRY 
AND WILDLIFE BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
By District By Years of Exeerience 
NW SW NE SE 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=l5)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20) (N=IO) (N=IO) (N=4) (N=30) 
Mean Levels of Comeetence 
Forestry Management 1.13 1.30 1.55 1.74 I. 25 I. 50 I. 50 I. 25 I. 57 
Farm Windbreaks J.87 1.90 I. 55 1.68 1.65 1.60 1.80 2.00 1.80 
Marketing Forest Products .87 I. Io 1.40 I. 58 .90 1.30 I. 20 1.00 I. 53 
Wood Selection for Heating I. 47 I. 75 2. IO 2.26 I. 75 1.90 l.90 I. 50 2.10 
Wildlife Conservation J.80 2.20 J.90 2.32 1.90 2.00 2.30 I. 50 2.20 
Animal & Bird Control I. 93 2.10 2.00 2.00 I. 75 2.00 2.40 I. 50 2.13 
Fish & Pond Management 2.00 2.20 2. 15 2.21 I. 90 2.40 2.40 I. 50 2.23 
Mean Freguency of Use 
Fores fry Management .40 .70 1.25 1.21 ,75 1.00 .80 . 75 I. 07 
Farm Windbreaks 1.80 1.60 1.00 .84 1.25 I. 10 I. 60 1.00 1.30 
Marketing Forest Products . 53 ,75 I. 25 1.05 .55 I. 20 ,90 ,75 I. 10 
Wood Selection for Heating 1.33 1.00 1.80 1.63 I. 25 J.80 I. 10 I. 25 I. 60 
Wildlife Conservation 1.60 1.50 1.50 1.47 1.45 I. 40 I. 50 1.00 J.67 
Animal & Bird Control 1.67 1.90 I. 90 1.84 1.45 I. 70 2.20 I. 75 2.03 
Fish & Pond Management 1.53 2.00 2.45 2.53 1.90 I. 90 2.30 2.50 2. 33 
Mean Priority for Training 
Forestry Management .47 .85 1.45 I. 16 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.03 
Farm Windbreaks I. 93 I. 25 I. 25 ,79 I. 25 I. 20 I. 50 I. 00 I. 27 
Marketing Forest Products .60 .Bo 1.40 I. 21 .90 I. 20 .90 ,75 I. 13 
Wood Selection for Heating I. 27 ,95 I. 55 I. 26 I. 10 I. 50 1.00 . 75 1.43 
Wildlife Conservation 1.60 I. 15 1.45 I. 21 I. 25 1.40 I. 30 ,75 1.47 
Animal & Bird Control 1.87 I. 70 1.85 1.63 1.40 1.80 2.10 I. 75 1.87 
Fish & Pond Management 1.87 1.80 2.25 2.37 1.80 1.90 2.30 2.50 2.20 
\Jl 
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"marketing forest products," and "wood selection for heating" than did 
agents in the other districts. 
The topic "fish and pond management 11 was used most often with 82.5 
percent of the agents indicating they used it at least ''occasionally!' 
and a mean response of 2.16. Data ranked "animal and bi rd control" and 
"wildlife conservation" second and third in frequency of use. Sixty-one 
(82.4%) of the agents indicated they llseldom11 or "never" used information 
regarding "marketing forest products" while 81.l percent indicated they 
11seldom11 or "never" used "forestry management" information. Agents in 
the southwest and northwest districts indicated they "occasionally" used 
information on "farm windbreaks, 11 while agents in the southeast district 
reported "frequent" use of "fish and pond management" information. 
A summary o.f responses indicate that agents perceived a "low" prior-
ity for additional training for all topics except "animal and bird con-
trol" and "fish and pond management." Agents perceived add.itional train-
ing for these two topics to be of 11medium11 priority. Agents in the 
northwest district indicated a greater priority for training in "farm 
windbreaks" ahd "wildlife conservation" than was true for agents in the 
other districts. The agents' years of experience did not seem to be~ 
contributing factor to their level of competence, frequency of use, or 
priority for additional training in the general area of Forestry and 
Wildlife. 
For the general area of Forestry and Wildlife, as used in this study, 
the 74 county agricultural agents.indicated they possessed an "average" 
(l.80) level of competence. The agents felt they use information from 
this area 11 seldom11 (1.4.4) and considered it as a 11 low11 (1.39) priority 
,for ~dditional traihing. 
60 
Horticulture 
County Extension agricultural agents 1 responses concerning their 
perceived levels of competence, frequency of use, and priority for train-
ing in the general area of Horticulture are summarized in Tables XVII and 
XVI 11. 
An analysis of responses shows that respondents perceived themselves 
as possessing competence in all seven topics of horticulture. Forty-
seven (63.5%) of the agents possessed 11 above average11 or 11outstanding11 
competence in 11 home vegetable gardening. 11 Agents also indicated they 
possessed 11above average11 competence for 11soi 1 fert I 1 i ty for hort i cul tur-
al crops 11 (2.53), 11 identification of horticultural plants 11 (2.51), and 
11care and maintenance of fruit trees 11 (2.50). Agents perceived they felt 
least competent in 11 landscaping for energy, 11 with a mean response of 1.96 
o r II ave rage • 11 
11 Home vegetable gardening11 was used most often with 26 agents re-
sponding they 11 constantly 11 used information from this topic. Agents 
indicated they used information 11 frequently 11 concerning 11care and main-
tenance of fruit trees 11 (3.08), 11soil fertility 11 (2,74), 11 identification 
of horticultural plants 11 (2.72); and 11 pruning trees and shrubs 11 (2.57), 
Agents in the southeast district reported 11 constant 11 use of 11home 
vegetable gardening, 11 while the agents from the northwest district per-
ceived they used 11home vegetab 1 e garden i ng 11 and "ca re and maintenance of 
fruit trees 11 less frequently than was true for agents in other districts. 
Agents identified two topics as 11high 11 priority for additional 
training: 11 home vegetable gardening 11 with a mean response of 2.64, and 
11care and maintenance of fruit trees" with a mean response of 2.57, 
TABLE XV 11 
ACENTS' PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PR I OR 1. TY 
FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF HORTICULTURE 
------
Distribution by Levels of Conieetence 
Below Above Mean 
None Avera9e Avera9e Avera9e Outstanding Reseonse 
Topics N--%- N % N % N % N % N=7~ Rank 
Soil Fertility for Horticultural Crops 0 0.0 2 2.7 36 48.7 31 41.9 5 6.8 2.53 2 
identification of Horticultural Plants -o 0.0 II 14.9 39 52.7 20 27.0 4 5.4 2.23 5 
Pruning Trees & Shrubs 0 0.0 5 6.8 31 41.9 33 44.6 5 6.8 2.51 3 
Basic L,1ndscaplng~Types ·& Placement of 0 0.0 16 21.6 38 51.4 16 21.6 4 5.4 2. II 6 
Plants 
Landscaping for Energy 0 O;O 20 27.0 40 54.1 II 14.9 3 It. I 1.96 7 
Home Vegetable Gardening 0 0.0 · I I.It 26 35.1 41 55.4 6 8.1 2.70 I 
Care & Maintenance of Fruit Trees 0 o.o 3 It. I 36 48.7 30 40.5 5 6.8 2.50 4 
Distribution by Freguency of Use 
Mean 
·Never Seldom Occ<1sional ly Freguently Constantly Reseonse 
Topics N--%- N % N % N % N % N=7~ Rank 
Soil Fertility for Hort·icultural Crops 0 o.o 4 5.4 17 23.0 47 1?3. 5 6 Ii.I 2.74 3 
Identification of Horticultural Plants D D.O 3 It. I · 21 28.4 44 59.5 6 8.1. 2.72 4 
Pruning Tiees & Shrubs 0 o.o 5 6.8 27 36,5 37 50.0 5 6.8 2.57 5 
Basic Landscaping-Types & Placement of 0 0.0 12 16.2 31 41.9 27 36.5 4 5.4 2.31 6 
Plants 
.. 
Landscaping for Energy 3 It. I 22 29.7 38 51.4 10 13.5 I I.It I. 78 1 
Home· Vegetable Gardening 0 o.o 0 0.0 8 10.8 40 54.1 26 35.1 3.24 I 
Care & Maintenance of Fruit Tre~s 0 0.0 0 0.0 II 14.9 46 62.2 17 23.0 3.08 2 
Distribution by Priority for Trainin9 
Mean 
None Low Medium High Critical Reseonse 
Topics N % N % N % N % N % N=7~ Rank 
Soil Fertility for Horticultural Crops I I.It 7 9.5 35 47.3 29 39.2 2 2.7 2.32 4 
ldentiflcat.ion of Horticultural Plants I I.It 5 6.8 34 45.9 30 40.5 4 5.4 2.42 3 
Pruning Tre~s & Shrubs I J.l1 13 17.6 . 37 50.0 20 27.0 3 It.I 2.15 6 
Basic Lands.caping-Types & Placement of 0 0.0 13 17.6 36 48.7 16 21.6 9 12.2 2.28 5 
Plants 
L.andscap i ng for Energy 2 2.7 23 31. I 28 37.8 19 25.7 2 2.7 1.95 7 
Home Vegetable Gardening 0 0.0 4 5.4 25 33.8 39 52.7 6 8.1 2.64 I 
Care & Maintenance of Fruit Trees 0 0.0 5 6.8 28 37.8 35 47.3 6 8.1 2.57 2 CJ' 
TABLE XVI 11 
SUMMARY Of MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS Of HORTI-
CULTURE BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
By District By Years of Exeerience 
NW SW NE SE 0-5 6-JO 11-15 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=15)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20) (N=IO) (N=IO) (N=4) (N=30) 
Mean. Levels of Comeetencet 
Soil Fertility for Horticultural Crops 2.33 2.75 2.40 2.58 2.20 2.60 2.80 2.25 2.67 
Identification of Horticultural Plants 2.27 2.45 2.00 2.21 2.10 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.37 
Pruning Trees & Shrubs 2.47 2.60 2.45 2.53 2.20 2,50 2.50 2.50 2.73 
Basic Landscaping-Types & Placement of Plants 2.13 2.30 2.05 l.95 J. 95 2 .10 2.20 2.50 2 .13 
Landscaping for Energy 2.00 2.20 J.80 l.84 J. 75 1.90 2.20 I. 75 2.07 
Horne Vegetable Gardening 2.60 2.80 2.60 2.79 2.35 2.70 · 2.80 2.75 2.90 
Care & Maintenance of Fruit Trees 2.40 2.65 2.40 2.53 2.20 2.60 2.70 2.25 2.63 
Mean Freguency of Use 
Soil Fertility for Horticultural Crops 2.47 2.75 3.00 2.68 2.50 2.70 2.90 2.75 2.87 
Identification of Horticultural Plants 2.47 2.95 2.70 2.68 2.80 2.90 2.90 2.25 2.60 
Pruning Trees & Shrubs 2.40 2.55 2.50 2.79 2.55 2.40 2.50 2.25 2. 70 
Basic Landscaping-Types & Placement of Plants 2.33 2.55 2.25 2.11 2.40 2.10 2.40 2.50 2.27 
Landscaping for Energy I. 73 2.00 J. 70 l.68 2.00 I. 70 1.90 l. 50 l. 67 
Home Vegetable Gardening 2.80 3.25 3.30 3.53 3.25 3.40 3.10 2. 75 3.30 
Care & Maintenance of Fruit Trees 2.80 3.10 3. 15 3 .21 3.15 3.00 3.10 2.50 3 .13 
Mean Priority for Training 
Soil Fertility for Horticultural Crops 2.33 2.10 2.50 2.37 2.45 2.50 2.10 2.50 2.23 
Identification of Horticultural Plants 2.47 2.40 2.30 2. 53 2.70 2.50 2.50 2.50 2. 17 
Pruning Trees & Shrubs 2.33 2.05 2.25 2.00 2.25 2.10 2.00 2.00 2. 17 
Basic Landscaping-Types & Placement of Plants 2.33 2.50 2.20 2. JI 2 .45 2.30 2.50 2.25 2.10 
Landscaping for Energy 2. 13 2.00 2.05 J.63 2.25 l. 70 2.00 1.50 J.87 
Home Vegetable Gardening 2.60 2.40 2.85 2.68 2.85 2.80 2.50 3.00 2.43 
Care & Maintenance of Fruit Trees 2.40 2.35 2. 75 2.74 2.75 2.70 2.50 2.25 2.47 
°' N 
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Agents' mean training responses for the other five topics fel 1 within the 
1 imits set forth for a 11medium11 priority for training. Although "basic 
landscaping" was ranked fifth in priority for additional training, it 
should be noted the nine agents indicated a 11critical 11 need for addition-
al training in this area. 
There were no apparent differences in the agents' perceived training 
needs among districts. Agents in the 0-5 year experience group did indi-
cate a higher overall perceived training need for the general area of 
Horticulture than did agents in other experJence groups. 
For the general area of Horticulture, as surveyed in this study, 
data presented showed that the agents perceived themselves as possessing 
an "average" (2.36) level of competence, utilizing information "frequent-
ly" (2.63) and indicated a "medium" (2.33) priority for additional train-
ing. 
Plant Pathology 
The last of the eight general areas included in this study was the 
area of Plant Pathology. Tables XIX and XX present a summary of agents' 
responses regarding perceived levels of competence, frequency of use, and 
priority for ~dditional training for seven specific topics included in 
the general area of Plant, Pathology. 
Analysis of data revealed the agents felt most competent in "horti-
cultural crop disease," with a mean competence response of 2.20 and 64 
agents indicating an "average" or better 1 eve 1 of competence. Agents 
also possessed a higher level of competence for the topic llfield crop 
diseases," with only 10 agents _indicating they possessed "below average" 
competence. Mean competence responses of 1.31 and 1.35 indicated agents 
TABLE XIX 
AGENTS 1 PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY OF USE, AND PRIORITY 
FOR TRAINING IN SELECTED TOPICS OF PLANT PATHOLOGY 
Topics 
furfgrass Diseases 
Horticultural Crop Diseases 
Field Crop Diseases 
Soybean Di seas es 
Peanut Diseases 
A]fa I fa & Forage Crop Di se.ases 
Cotton Diseases 
Topics 
Turfgrass Diseases 
Horticultural Crop Diseases 
Field Crop Diseases 
Soybean Diseases 
Peanut Diseases 
Alfalfa & Forage Crop Diseases 
Cotton Diseases 
Topics 
Turfgrass Diseases 
Horticultural Crop Disease 
Field Crop Diseases 
Soybean Diseases 
Peanut Diseases 
Alfalfa & Forage Crop Diseases 
Cot ton Diseases 
(\ 
None 
-N--%-
I 1.11 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
6 8.1 
13 17.6 
2 2.7 
17 23.0 
Never 
N--%-
I 1.4 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
16 21.6 
25 33.8 
I 1.4 
39 52.7 
None 
N -·-%-
I I. 4 
0 · 0.0 
0 0.0 
14 18.9 
24 32.4 
I 1.4 
33 114.6 
Distribution bt Levels of Competence 
Below Above 
Average Average Average Outstanding 
N % N % N--%-. N % 
22 29.7 36 48.7 14 18.9 I 1.4 
10 13.5 40 . 54. 1 23 31. I I I. 4 
10 13. 5 44 59.5 19 25.7 I I. 4 
29 39.2 27 36.5 12 16.2 0 0.0 
35 47.3 17 23.0 8 10.8 I I. 4 
13 17.6 44 59.5 13 17.6 2 2.7 
26 35. 1 21 28.4 8 10.8 2 2.7 
Distribution bt Frequency of Use 
Seldom Occasional It Frequen.!!r. Constant tx 
N % N % N % N % 
12 16.2 35 47.3 23 31. I 3 4.1 
I 1.4 21 28.4 44 59.5 8 10.8 
5 6.8 41 55.4 26 35.1 2 2.7 
27 36.5 21 28.4 8 IU.8 2 2.7 
27 36.5 11 14.9 9 12.2 2 2.7 
9 12.2 40 54.1 21 28.4 3 4. I 
14 18.9 15 20.3 4 5.4 2 2.7 
Distribution bt Priority for Trai~ing 
Low Medium _H.J.2L_ Critical 
N % N % N % N % 
14 18.9 37 50.0 21 28.4 I I. 4 
4 5.11 26 35.1 38 51.4 6 8.1 
9 12.2 33 44.6 29 39.2 3 4.1 
22 29.7 24 32.4 12 16.2 2 2.7 
24 32.4 15 20.3 10 13.5 I 1.4 
8 10.8 34 45.9 28 37.8 3 4. I 
16 21.6 14 18.9 9 12.2 2 2.7 
Mean 
Response 
N=74 Rank 
1.89 4 
2.20 I 
2. 15 2 
1.61 5 
1.31 7 
2.00 3 
I. 35 6 
Mean 
Response 
N=74 Rank 
2.20 4 
2.80 I 
2.34 2 
1. 36 5 
I. 14 6 
2.22 3 
.86 7 
Mean 
Response 
N=7li Rank 
2.09 
'• 2.62 I 
2.35 2 
I. 54 5 
I. 19 6 
2.32 3 
1.07 7 
CJ'\ 
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TABLE XX 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES FOR SELECTED TOPICS OF PLANT 
PATHOLOGY BY DISTRICT AND EXPERIENCE GROUP 
By District Bt Years of Exeerience 
NW SW NE SE 0-5 6··10 11-15 16-20 21+ 
Topics (N=15)(N=20)(N=20)(N=l9) (N=20) (11=10) (N=IO) (N=4) (N=JO) 
Mean Leve I s of Comee tence 
Turfgtass- Diseases 2.20 2.00 I. 75 1.68 l.70 I. 70 2.30 I. 50 2.00 
Horticultural Crop Diseases. 2.20 2.15 2.35 2.11 1.90 2.10 2.50 2.00 2.37 
field Crop Diseases 2.JJ 2.15 2.15 2.00 1,90 2.10 2.40 2.00 2.27 
Soybean Diseases 1.13 1.35 1.95 J.89 1.35 1.70 2.00 I. 75 1.60 
_Peanut D i·seases 1.13 1.30 1.05 1.74 1.10 J.60 I. 50 1.00 1.33 
Alfalfa & forage Crop Diseases 2.JJ 2.05 J.80 J.89 I. 75 2.10 2.00 2.00 2.13 
Cotton Diseases 1.20 2.00 .90 1.26 I.JO 1.20 I. 50 1.50 1.37 
Mean Freguenct of Use 
Turfgrass Diseases 2.47 2.20 2.JO J.89 2.15 2.20 1.80 I. 75 2.43 
Horticultural Crop Diseases 2.60 2.80 J.00 2.74 2.70 2.70 2.90 2.50 2.90 
Field Crtip Diseases 2.67 2.40 2.35 2.00 2.50 2.10 2.50 2.00 2.JO 
Soybean Diseases .40 1. io 2.10 1.63 1.45 1.50 I. 10 2.00 1.27 
Peanut Diseases .20 1.40 .85 1.89 1.15 1.40 I. 50 .50 1.00 
Alfalfa & Forage Crop Diseases 2.40 2.40 2.05 2.05 2.55 2.10 2.20 2.25 2.03 
Cotton Diseases .20 2.25 .JS .47 .90 .80 I. 70 1.00 . 57 
Mean Prioritt for Trainin~ 
Turfgrass Oi se.ases 2.20 2.00 2.15 2.05 2.JO 1.90 2.10 2.00 2.03 
Horticultural Crop Dis~ases 2.47 2.60 2.70 2.68 2.90 2.50 2.90 2.50 2.40 
Field Crop Diseases 2.60 2 .. 50 2.15 2.21 .2.90 2.00 2.70 2.00 2.03 
Soybean Di seas es .80 I.JO 1.85 2.05 2.00 1.40 I.JO 2.25 I. 27 
Peanut Oise~se~ .47 1.55 .90 1.68 1.60 1.50 I. 50 .50 .80 
Alfalfa·& Forage Crop Diseases 2.60 2.45 2.20 2.11 2.80 2.00 2.50 2.75 2.00 
Cot ton O i seas es ,53 2.40 .J5 .84 1.45 .80 1.90 1.00 .63 
C1' 
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perceived their level of competence as 11below average•• for ••peanut dis-
eases 11 and 1 'cot ton diseases.' 1 
Agents reported they used information from the topic 11horticultural 
crop diseases•• frequently in their assignments. Data show that 11soybean 
diseases, 11 11peanut diseases, 11 and 11cotton diseases•• were topics 11seldom11 
used by all 74 respondents. It should be noted that for these three spe-
cific topics, certain agents did indicate 11 frequent 11 and 11constant 11 use. 
Agents in the southwest and southeast districts reported they used 
11peanut di seases 11 information more. frequent 1 y and therefo,re perceived a 
need for more training in this topic than did agents in the other dis-
tricts. 11 S0ybean diseases•• was used more frequently and was perceived 
as a higher priority for training by agents in the northeast and south-
east districts. A moderate degree of use and a 11medium11 priority for 
training for the topic of 11 cotton diseases" was indicated by agents in 
the southwest district. 
Analyzing the responses of all 74 agents revealed that 11horticultur-
al crop diseases•• was a 11high 11 priority for additional training determin-
ed by a mean training response of 2.62. 11 Field crop diseases•• (2.35), 
11alfalfa and forage crop diseases•• (2.32), and 11 turfgrass diseases" (2.09) · 
were perceived by agents as 11medium11 priority for additional training. 
For the general area of Plant Pathology, as identified in this study, 
the 74 county ~gricultural agents perceived themselves tci possess an 
11average 11 (1.79) level of competence, utilized information 11octasional-
ly'i (1.85),. and considered the general area of Plant Pathology as a 
11medium11 (1.88) pricirity for additional training. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the study procedures and 
findings related to the purpose and objectives. Also presented are con-
clusions and recommendations which are based upon the analysis of data 
collected and observations made by the author in the conduct of this 
study. 
Summary of the Study 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to determine and analyze perceptions 
of Oklahoma county Extension agricultural agents concerning their levels 
of competence and educational needs in selected technical agricultural 
topics, and the implications of these perceptions for future in-service 
training programs. 
/ 
Specific Objecti~es 
The following specific objectives wereset forth to accomplish the 
primary purpose of the study: 
l. To determine the perceived levels of competence of Oklahoma Co-
operative Extension county agricultural agents in. the subject areas of: 
a. Agricultural Economics 
b. Agricultural Engineering 
67 
68 
c. Agronomy 
d. An i ma 1 Science 
e. Entomology 
f. Forestry and Wildlife 
g. Horticulture 
h. Plant Pathology. 
2. To determine the extent to which these competencies were used 
by the agents in their present job assignments. 
3, To determine the agents' perceived priority of need for addi-
tional training for each of the specific subject-matter topics. 
4. To compare the agents' perceived competencies, frequency of use, 
and priority of need for additional training by years of experience and 
supervisory district. 
Rationale 
With the rapid.advances of today 1 s science and technology creating 
a continual change in Extension's program emphasis, there is a critical 
need for Cooperative Extension agents to develop and update technical 
subject matter competencies to keep abreast of and, if possible, ahead 
of change. To accomplish this task, an effective in-service training 
program must be a major goal of the organization. It was hoped that in-
formation gained from this study would add direction to future in-service 
training in the eight general subject matter areas which were included 
in the study. 
Procedures 
Following a review of 1 iterature and research pertaining to the 
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study, the fol lowing tasks were involved in the collection and analysis 
of data to satisfy the purpose and objectives of the study: (1) deter-
mine the study population, (2) develop the instrument for data collec-
tion, (3) collect the data, and (4) analyze the findings. 
Mailed questionnaires were uti Jized to collect data for the study. 
Each of the 74 county Extension agricultural agents in Oklahoma employed 
at the time of the study was mailed a questionnaire in August, 1981. All 
74 agents completed and returned their questionnaire for a 100 percent 
return of the population. 
Selected Characteristics of the Agents 
Participating in the Study 
The study population was 74 county Extension agricultural agents 
representing the four supervisory districts tn Oklahoma. 
Twenty-seven percent of the agents had 5 years or less of Extension 
experience, while 40.5 percent had over 20 years of experience. 
Thirty-three (44.6%) .of the agents held master•s degrees and of this 
group 19 (57.6%) had over 20 years of experience. Of the 40 (54.1%) 
agents with bachelor degrees, ·18 had 5 years or less of Extensfon experi-
ence. 
Fifty percent of the agents surveyed indicated they planned to ac-
tively pursue an advanced degree program. 
When agents were asked to indicate their perceptions regarding the. 
level of effectiveness of their present in-service training program, 43 
(58. 1 %) responded 11 moderate ly effect i ve. 11 Twenty-six (35. 1 %) of the 
agents indicated they felt their training had been 11considerably effec-
ti ve. 11 
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Findings 
The major focus of the research effort was to assess county Exten-
sion agricultural agents• perceptions of their levels of competence, fre-
quency of use, and priority for additional training for 66 specific sub-
ject matter topics. The research findings, in summary form~ are-presented 
for each of the e.i ght general subject matter areas under which these 66 
topics were categorized. 
Agricultural Economics. Table XXI was developed to provide a con-
cise summary of agents' responses concerning the seven specific topics 
of Agricultural Economics investigated. As indicated in the table, 
agents perceived their level of competence as being "average" for al 1 
seven topics; however, they felt most competent in "farm records and re-
cord keeping systems'' and "o.i l and gas lease management." These same 
two topics were also used by agents most frequently .. Agents indicated 
their perceived level of competence and frequency of use was least for 
the areas of "machinery management--ownership vs .. leasing" and "father 
and son agreements." 
"Oi 1 and gas lease management(' was considered to be the topic hav-
ing the highest priority fo~ trainirig by agents in all districts except 
those in the northeast district. ·It.was also ranked as the highest pri:-
ority for training by agents in all five experience groups. Agents rank-
ed "basic estate and financial planning'' and "farm records and record 
keepirig systems," respectively, as.their second and third priority for 
additional training. Data showed that overall agents ranked the general 
area of Agricultural Economics as a "medium" priority for additional 
training. 
TABLE XXI 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
Basic Income 
Tax Management 1.84 Average 5 1.65 Occasionally 5 · 1. 65 Medium 
Outlook: Futures 
Market and Hedging 1. 88 Average 3 1. 74 Occa s i ona 11 y 4 1. 72 Medium 
Farm Records and Re-
cord Keeping Systems 2.09 Average 1 1. 78 Occasionally 2 1. 73 Medium 
Basic Estate and 
Financial Planning J. 85 Average 4 1. 76 Occas i ona 11 y 3 1.82 Medium 
Oil and Gas Lease 
Management 1. 97 Average 2 2.31 Occasionally 1 2.22 Medium 
Machinery M~nagement-
Ownership vs. Leasing 1. 73 Average 6.5 1.28 Seldom 6 1. 24 Low 
Father and Son 
Agreements 1. 73 Average 6.5 1. 19 Seldom 7 1. 14 Low 
Rank 
5 
4 
3 
2 
6 
7 
-...J 
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Agricultural Engineering. Data in Table XXIJ show that agents per-
ceived their level of competence as being 11above average 11 for 11soil and 
water conservation, 11 and 11 average11 for the other ten specific topics in-
vestigated in the general area of Agricultural Engineering. 
Agents indicated they used information most frequently from the top-
ics: 11 forage harvesting and handling, 11 11animal housing and handling 
facilities, 11 and 11sprayer calibration and operation. 11 These specific 
topics were also the ones agents perceived as being of highest priority 
for additional training. Agents in the northwest and southwest districts 
indicated their highest priority for additional training was in 11sprayer 
calibration and operation, 11 while agents in the two eastern. district 
indicated that their highest priority for additional training was 11 forage 
harvesting and handling. 11 
Agronomy. Data summarized in Table XXI 11 show that agents perceived 
their level of competence as be:i1ng 11above average 11 or 11average11 for all 
12 specific topics in the area of Agronomy except 11 peanut production. 11 
Agents felt most competent in and used most frequently: 11soil, water, and 
forage testing and interpret. , 11 11soil fertility and management, 11 and 
11weed and brush control. 11 
11Weed and brush control1 1 and 11pasture management and forage produc-
tion11 were ranked by agents as 11 high 11 priority for additional training. 
Although agents overall ranked 11cotton pr'oduction 11 as a low priority for 
additional training~ agents in the southwest district ranked this topic 
as a 11high 11 priority for additional training. 11 Peanut production 11 was 
ranked as a priority for_ additional training-by agents in the southeast 
district, while ad_ditional training in 11soybean production 11 was perceived 
as more important by agents in the two eastern districts. 
TABLE XX 11 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
Crop Storage 2.04 Average 8 1.80 Occasionally 5 1.59 Medium 
Animal Housing and 
Handling Facilities 2.46 Average 2 2.18 Occasionally 2 1. 85 Medium 
Farm Safety 2.22 Average 4 1. 39 Seldom 11 1.24 Low 
Irrigation Systems 1. 61 Average 11 1. 59 Occasionally 8 1.58 Medium 
Soi 1 and Water Above 
Conservation ·· 2.51 Average 1 2.00 Occasionally 4 1.61 Medium 
Rural Water and 
Waste Disposal 1.80 Average 10 1.42 Seldom 9.5 1. 27 Low 
Alternate Farm Fuels 1. 85 Average 9 1.42 Seldom 9.5 1. 57 Medium 
Heating with Wood 2. 15 Average 7 1.62 Occasionally 7 1. 31 Low 
Tractor and Machi~-
ery Management 2.20 Average 5 1. 77 Occasionally 6 1.80 Medium 
Sprayer Calibration 
and Operation 2. 19 Average 6 2.03 Occas i ona 11 y 3 2.08 Medium 
Forage Harvesting 
and Handling 2.43 Average 3 2.32 Occasionally 1 2.20 Medium 
Rank 
6 
3 
11 
7 
5 
10 
8 
9 
4 
2 
-....J 
w 
TABLE XX 111 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN AGRONOMY 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
Soil, Water, and For-
age Testing and In- Above 
terpretation 2.84 Average l 3.20 Frequently l 2.28 Medium 
Small Grain Produc- Above 
tion 2.65 Average 5 2.85 Frequently 5 2.26 Medium 
Sorghum Production 2.32 Average 8 2.27 Occa s i ona l l y 7 l. 91 Medium 
Below 
Peanut Production l. 49 Average 12 1. 23 Seldom I l 1. 12 Low 
Soybean Production 1. 88 Average 10 1. 66 Occasionally 10 1.49 Low 
Cotton Production 1. 55 Average l 1 0.97 Seldom 12 1.03 Low 
Soil Management and 
Conservation 2.47 Average 6 2. 18 Occa s i ona I l y 9 1. 82 Medium 
Weed and Brush Con- Above 
trol 2.72 Average 3 2.99 Frequently 2.5 2.65 High 
Soil Fert i 1 i ty and Above 
Management 2.80 Average 2 2.99 Frequently 2.5 2.38 Medium 
Pasture Management and Above 
Forage Production 2.70 Average 4 2.89 Frequently 4 2.50 High 
Turf Management 2.39 Average 7 2.S9 Frequently 6 2. 16 Medium 
Reduced Tillage and 
Energy Conservation 2. 12 Average 9 2.23 Occasionally 8 2.31 Medium 
Rank 
5 
6 
8 
l l 
10 
12 
9 
3 
2 
7 
4 --.J 
-l:-
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Animal Science. The summary. of data in Table XXIV shows that agents 
perceived their level of competence to be 11average 11 or 11 above average 11 
for all eight specific topics in the area of Animal Science. They per-
ceived their level of competence as being highest in 11animal selection 11 
and 11 1 i vestock management. 11 
Data showed agents used "livestock management, 11 "animal nutrition, 11 
and "pasture and forage uti I izat ion" more frequently than the other top-
ics in their present assignments. Agents in the northwest district re-
ported using 11pasture and forage utilization 11 less frequently than did 
agents in the other districts. 
Although agents perceived a 11medium11 priority for training for all 
eight topics in Animal Science, they perceived their greatest training 
need to be for the topics of 11 livestock management" and 11animal health. 11 
Entomology. Data in Table XXV show that while agents perceived 
thei,r greatest level of competence to be in 111,D. and control of animal 
insects;" they did possess at least 11average 11 level of competence in. all 
seven specific topics of Entomology. 
A review of Table XXV shows that agents used all areas of Entomology 
at least 11 frequently 11 except 11 rangeland and pasture insects," which they 
used only 11occasionally. 11 
11Hort i cul tura 1 i nsects 11 and "fie 1 d crop i nsects 11 were ranked as a 
11high 11 priority for additional training by agents surveyed, while the 
other five topics were perceived as a 11medium11 priority for additional 
training. Agents in the 0~5 year experience group indicated a greater 
need for additional training for the seven specific topics than did the 
agents in the other experience groups. 
TABLE XXIV 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN ANIMAL SCIENCE 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
Above 
Animal Selection 2.68 Average 1 2.54 Frequently 5 2.01 Medium 
Above 
Animal Reproduction 2.50 Average 4 2. 18 Occasionally 7 2.00 Medium 
Animal Nutrition 2.49 Average 5 2.62 Frequently 2.5 2.39 Hedi um 
Above 
Livestock Management 2.59 Average 2 2. 72 Frequently 1 2.46 Medium 
Animal Health 2.42 Average 6 2.59 Frequently 4 2.43 Medium 
Meat Ariimal and Car~ 
cass Evaluation 2.26 Average 8 1.69 Occasionally 8 1.62 Medium 
Pasture and Forage Above 
Utilization 2.58 Average 3 2.62 Frequently 2.5 2.39 Medium 
Lives tock Ski 11 s 
(Fitting and Showing) 2.36 Average 7 2.28 Occasionally 6 1. 73 Medium 
Rank 
5 
6 
3.5 
2 
8 
3.5 
7 
....... 
(j\ 
TABLE XXV 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN ENTOMOLOGY 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
1.0. and Control of 
Turf Insects. 2.24 Average 7 2.50 · Frequently 6 2. 18 Medium 
I. D. and Contra 1 of 
Horticultural Insects 2.49 Average 5 3.09 Frequently 1 2.55 High 
I.D. and Cont~ol of Above 
Field Crop Insects 2.51 Average 4 2.85 Frequently 3,5 2.50 High 
I.D. and Control of 
Rangeland and Pasture 
Insects 2.43 Average 6 2.38 Occasionally 7 2. 15 Medium 
I.D. and Control of Above 
Household Pests 2.57 Average 3 2.85 Frequently 3,5 2.24 Medium 
I.D. and Control of Above 
Animal Insects 2.65 Average 1 2.58 Frequently 5 2.35 Medium 
Proper Use and lnsec~ Above 
ticides and Miticides 2.64 Average 2 2.99 Frequently 2 2.34 Medium 
Rank 
6 
2 
7 
5 
3 
4 
........ 
........ 
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Forestry and Wild] ife. Data in Table XXVI show that agents per-
ceived their level of competence as being 11 below average 11 for 11 forestry 
management 11 and 11marketing forest products. 11 However, agents indicated 
they 11 seldom11 used information from these two specific topics and ranked 
them as 11 low1 1 priority for additional training. While agents indicated 
they possessed an 11 average 11 level of competence for the additional five 
topics, they reported the most frequently used topics, 11wildlife conserv-
ation," "animal and bird control, 11 and 11 fish and pond management, 11 were 
still used only 11occasionally. 11 
Agents indicated a "low11 priority for additional training for all 
Forestry and Wildlife topics except 11 fish and pond management 11 and 11ani-
mal and bird control. 11 These two topics were perceived as a "medium11 
priority for additional training. 
11 Farm windbreaks 11 was perceived as the highest priority for addi-
tional training by agents in the northwest district, while agents in the 
other three districts perceived their greatest priority for additional 
training to be 11 fish and pond management. 11 
Horticulture. Data in Table XXVI I show that agents perceived their 
level of competence as being at least 11 average 11 for all seven specific 
topics of Horticulture. A summary of responses indicated agents used 
five of the seven topics 1'frequently11 with 11 home vegetable gardening 11 
and "care and maintenance of fruit trees" being used most frequently. 
Agents indicated a 11 high 11 priority for additional training for "home 
vegetable gardening11 and 11 care and maintenance of fruit trees. 11 All 
other specific topics in Horticulture were perceived by agents as a 
11 medium" priority for training. 
TABLE XXVI 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING fN FORESTRY AND WILDLIFE 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence R,rnk of Use Rank for Trai__ll___!_l'l_9_ 
Below 
Forestry Management 1.45 Average 6 0.92 Seldom 6.5 I.OJ Low 
Farm Windbreaks I. 74 Average 5 1. 28 Seldom 5 I. 27 Low 
Marketing Forest Below 
Products I. 26 Average 7 0.92 Seldom 6.5 1.03 Low 
Wood Selection for 
Heating . I .92 Average 4 1.45 Seldom 4 1.26 Low 
Wildlife Conservation 2.07 Average 2 I. 51 Occasionally 3 I. 34 Low 
Animal and Bird Con-
trol 2.01 Average 3 J.84 Occasionally 2 I. 76 Medium 
Fish and Pond Manage-
ment 2. 15 Average I 2. I 6 Occasionally 1 2.08 Medium 
Rank 
7 
4 
6 
5 
3 
2 
'-J 
\J) 
TABLE XXV 11 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORiTY FOR TRAINING IN HORTICULTURE 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
Soi 1 Fert i 1 i ty for Above 
Horticultural Crops 2.53 Average 2 2.74 Frequently 3 2.32 Medium 
Identification of 
Horticultural Crops 2.23 Average 5 2. 72 Frequently 4 2.42 Medium 
Pruning Trees and Above 
Shrubs 2.51 Average 3 2.57 Frequently 5 2. 15 Medium 
Basic Landscaping--
Types and Placement 2. 11 Average 6 2.31 Occasionally 6 2.28 Medium 
Landscaping for 
Energy l. 96 Average 7 I. 78 Occasionally 7 I. 95 Medium 
Home Vegetable Above 
Gardening 2.70 Average l 3.24 Frequently l 2.64 High 
Care and Maintenance Above 
of Fruit Trees 2.50 Average 4 3.08 Frequently 2 2.57 High 
Rank 
4 
3 
6 
5 
7 
2 
00 
0 
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Although agents in the northwest district indicated they used all 
surveyed horticultural topics less frequently than did agents in other 
district, agents in all four districts indicated a similar need for addi-
tional training. In general, agents in the 0-5 year experience group 
perceived their need for additional training in the general area of Hor-
ticulture to be greater than agents in the other experience groups. 
Plant Pathology. A review of data provided in Table XXVI I I show 
that agents perceived their level of competence, frequency of use, and 
priority for additional training to be g.reatest for 11horticultU'l·:-al crop 
diseases 11 and 11 field crop diseases." The opposite was true for "peanut 
diseases 11 and "cotton diseases, 11 with the 74 respondents indicating a 
11below average11 level of competence, 11 seldom11 frequency of use, and: "low11 
priority for additional training for these two topics. There was, how-
ever, a noticeable difference in the agents• perceived training priority 
for "peanut diseases•• and "cotton diseases 11 when compared by districts. 
The agents in the southwest district indicated a "medium" priority for 
training for "cotton diseases," while agents in the southwest and south-
east districts indicated a 11medium11 priority for additional training in 
"peanut diseases. 11 
Overall Summary. Figure 1 was developed to provide an overall suni~ 
mary of agents 1 mean perceptions concerning the eight agricultural sub-
ject areas included in this study,' The overall mean responses for each 
of the eight agricultural areas reflect agents• perceptions only for the 
specific subject matter topics as used in the study. 
TABLE XXV I I I 
SUMMARY OF MEAN RESPONSES CONCERNING PERCEIVED LEVELS OF COMPETENCE, FREQUENCY 
OF USE, AND PRIORITY FOR TRAINING IN PLANT PATHOLOGY 
Mean Level Mean Frequency Mean Priority 
Topics of Competence Rank of Use Rank for Training 
Turfgrass Diseases 1.89 Average 4 2.20 Occasionally 4 2.09 Medium 
Horticultural Crop 
Diseases 2.20 Average l 2.80 Frequently l 2.62 High 
Field Crop Diseases 2. 15 Average 2 2.34 Occasionally 2 2.35 Medium 
Soybean Diseases l. 61 Average 5 l. 36 Seldom 5 1.54 Medium 
Below 
Peanut Diseases l. 31 Average 7 l. 14 Seldom 6 1. 19 Low 
Alfalfa and Forage 
Crop Diseases 2.00 Average 3 2.22 Occasionally 3 2.32 Medium 
Below 
Cotton Diseases l. 35 Average 6 0.86 Seldom 7 1.07 Low 
Rank 
4 
2 
5 
6 
3 
7 
00 
N 
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Conclusions 
Interpretation of the findings of the study prompted the formula-
tion of the following conclusions: 
1. County Extension agricultural agents consider themselves to pos-
sess adequate levels of competence to be effective in their present assign-
ments, for 61 of the 66 specific subject matter topics investigated. 
2. Agents possess greater levels of competence in the areas of 
Entomology, Animal Science, Horticulture, and Agronomy, which are the 
areas used most frequent I y in their present assignments. 
3. Specific subject matter topics used most frequently are those 
for which agents perceive the need for most additional training. Agents 
therefore recognize the need to remain competent and up-to-date in areas 
which comprise the major portion of their county agricultural programs. 
/ 4. County agricultural agents' highest priorities for training 
were in the general subject areas of Entomology, Horticulture, and Animal 
Science. However, it should be noted that some specific topics in all 
eight general areas were of high training priority for some agents. 
·· 5. Agents with less experience perceive their levels of competence 
as being slightly less and their needs for training slightly greater than 
did more experienced agents. However, there was no relationship between 
agents' years of experience and their perceived priority for training 
needs. 
6. Since agents with over 20 years of experience were similar to 
agents in other experience groups in the manner in which they perceived 
their training needs, continued professional improvement is viewed as 
important by all county agricultural agents. 
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7. There were no perceived differences in training needs among 
agents in the four supervisory districts except for those subject matter 
topics which were geographic-specific, i.e., cotton, soybeans, peanuts, 
forestry .products, and oil and gas lease management. 
8. Since only 2 of 20 agents in this study who were of the less ex-
perienced group possessed master's degrees, most county Extension agri-
cultural agents are currently being hi red with only bachelor's degrees. 
Recommendations 
As a result of analysis of the data and major findings of the re-
search, it is recommended: 
· / l. That the findings of this study be communicated to appropriate 
Extension administrators, department heads, faculty, and state special-
ists so that these data might be utilized to strengthen the Extension 
in-service training program in Oklahoma, 
2. That immediate consideration be given to planning and conducting 
statewide in-service training in: weed and brush control, pasture man-
agement and forage production, I.D. and control of horticultural insects, 
I.D. and control of fi.eld crop insects, home vegetable gardening, care 
and mainten~nce of fruit trees, and horticultural crop diseases. 
3. That trainlng needs in geographic-specific subject areas such 
as peanuts, soybeans; cotton, forestry pro~ucts, and oil and gas lease 
management be re-evaluated for each respective districi and that neces-
sary training be conduct~d on a district basis. 
4. That experienced county agri cultural agents and area specialized 
agents be utilized .as reiources to conduct district in-service training, 
especially for those topics which were geographic-specific. 
/ 
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5. That, as soon as possible after employment, new county Exten-
sion agricultural agents receive training in the areas of Horticulture, 
Entomology, Animal Science, and Agronomy concerning those specific sub-
ject matter topics relevant to their county. 
6. That all county agricultural agents be encouraged to partici-
pate in technical subject matter training activities relevant to their 
assignment, regardless of the years of experience. 
7, That at the pre-service level, students desiring to pursue a 
career in Cooperative Extension Jn Oklahoma be encouraged to participate 
in a variety of practical courses in the general subject matter areas of 
Horticulture, Entomology, Animal Science, and Agronomy. 
8. Based on the fact that few new county agricultural agents pos-
sess master degrees, it is recommended that in-service training in tech-
nical agricultural competency areas be offered both on and off campus 
and that, when appropriate, such training be offered for graduate credit. 
9. That a systematic method of annually assessing the training 
needs of county agricultural agents in Oklahoma be developed and imple-
mented. 
Recommendations for Additional Research 
The fol lowing recommendations are made by the author in regard to 
additional research. The recommendations are judgments based on the 
findings and suggestions resulting from the study. It is recommended 
that: 
1. Research be conducted to determine the "Professional Competen-
cies" needed by county Extension agricultural agents in Oklahoma. Pro-
fessional competencies are tho~e knowledge, skills, and attitudes agents 
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should possess to adequately perform their job, exclusive of technical 
agriculture competencies. 
2. Research be conducted to determine and compare county agricul-
tural agents pbssessed and desired level of competence in the 66 speci-
fic topics of the study, as perceived by the county Extension agricultur-
al agents and their supervisors. 
3. Similar research be conducted to determine the training needs 
of Oklahoma Cooperative Extension County Home Economists and County Ex-
tension 4-H Agents. 
4. That research be conducted to identify minimum technical agri-
cultural knowledge and skills necessary for a county Extension agricul-
tural agent. 
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APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE OF AGENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
92 
Please answer the following statements as they apply to your situation. 
1. In which district and county do you presently work? 
District: (circle) NW 
County: (specify) 
SW NE · SE 
2. Years of experience with the Cooperative Extensi.on Service: 
___ D-5 
6-10 
----
___ 11-15 
___ 16-20 
---- 21 plus 
3. What is the highest degree you have completed? 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Other (please specify) 
4. What was·the major area of your undergraduate study? 
Agriculture Economics 
Agriculture Education 
Agriculture Engineering· 
Agronomy 
Animal Science 
Entomo 1 o·gy 
Hort i cu I ture 
Other (please specify) 
5. Do you plan to actively work toward an advanced degree? 
Yes 
No·· 
6. in your opinion, how effective is our present in-service .training program 
in providing you the agriculture subject matter information necessary to 
perform the duties of your pr.esent position7 
Extremely effective 
___ . Considerably effective 
Moderately effective 
Of limited effect 
_ .......... _ · Not effective 
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How often are 
Rate your these competencies Prior ty for 
For each of the fol lowing areas, consider competence in this needed in PRESENT addlt onal 
comcetence as an abi l i tY to di sc1.1ss suOject area: 
matter intelligently and answer tne majority 
county assignment: train ng: 
of questions received. ti I • I ! I "' !: Indicate your answer by checi<. i ng (,/) the ~ g> -;;; !: ,. appropriate blocks for each subject. 0 -> 
I 
> ... C 
= 
-;;; < • I < ! .: ! ·°' ~ 2 ; u 1 ~ . ~ "' • > "' • .., ~ iT "' • .c C • 0 w > u ~ C C j ., 0, -0 • > I ... :: • .x u 0 0 . ~ :: .. .., . < c:, z c:, ... u z :c 
-
u 
AGRICULTURE ECONOMICS 
Basic Income Tax '1ananement I I I I i I 
Out look: Futur-es Market & Hecn inn I 
Farm Records and Record Keeping Systems I 
Basic Estate and Fin•ncial Planning 
Oi 1 and Gas Lease Han199ment 
Mach I nery Hanagement•Ownersh i p vs Leasing 
Father and Son Agreements I I 
AGR I CULTURE ENG I NEER I NG 
Crop 5 torage 
An ima I Housing & Hand II ng Faci II ties 
Farm Safety 
I rrigatlon Systems 
Sol 1 and Water Conservation 
Rural Water and Waste OlspoHI 
Alternate Farm Fuels 
Heatlr19 with Wood 
Trac.tor and l"'ilchinery Management 
S~rayer Cal I brat Ion & Operation 
Forag'e Har-vesting & Hand) ing I I I i 
AGRONOMY 
Soil, Water & Forage Testing and Interpret. I I i i 
Small Grain Production 
Sorghum Production I 
Peanut Production 
Soybean Produc::tion 
Cotton Pr-oduct I on 
Soi 1 Management and Consew-vat I on 
Weed arid Brush Contra I 
Soi I Fertility and '1anagement I 
Pasture Management and Forage Production 
Turf Management 
Reduced Ti 11 age and Energy Conservati_on ' j 
AN I MAL SC I ENCE 
Animal Selection I I I ' I 
Animal Ref'r-Oduc.tion I I 
Animal Nutrition I 
Livestock rotanagement I I I I 
Animal Health, Disease Prevention and i I Par-asi te Control 
Meat Animal and Carcass Evaluation I I i 
Pas tul"e and Forage U ti 1 i :tat ion I ! 
' 
I 
Livestock. Skills (Fl tt i ng and Showing) I I I I I I I I I 
How often are 
Rate your these competencies 
For each of the fol lowing areas, consider comi:,etence ; n this needed ; n PRESENT 
comoetence as an abi i i ty to discuss subject area: county assignment: 
matter intelligently and answer tne majority 
of questions rece. i ved. . • I! '" E' .?: Ind i ca ce your answer ::iv checking (../) the ~ >-. ~ • -
aopropriate blocks for eacn subject. > 
11 
5 
"' 
. 
"' = 
. 
"' 5 ~ . . 5 . ~ . > ~ .,, • ,,. C . 0 
- ~ ! C . > ..0 . Ji :a: 
"' 
< < :a: 0 
eNTOMOLOGY 
I. 0. and Control of Turf Insects I I i I I I 
I. 0. ano Control of Hort i cu I tura I ! nsects I I 
I .0. and Control of Fieid Crop Insects 
I. 0. and Contr-ol of Rangeland & Pasture Insects 
I. 0. and Control of Household Pests 
I .0. a·na Control of Animal Insects 
Proc:,er Use of Insecticides & Mi ticides I ! I 
FORESTRY ANO 111 LCL I FE 
Forestry Management I I 
Farm Windbreaks 
.Marketing Forest Products 
llooa Selection for Heating 
Wi 1 d Ii fe Conservation 
Animal and Bird Control 
Fi sh and Pond Management 
HORTICULTURE 
Soi 1 Fertility for Hort i cultural Crops 
Identification of Horticultural Plants 
Pruning Trees and Shrubs I I 
Basic Landscaping-Types & P 1 a.cement of Plants I 
Landscaping for Energy 
Home \Jegetab I e Gardening 
Care and Maintenance of Fruit Trees I I 
PLANT PATHOLOGY 
Turf grass 0 i seases i I ! I 
Hort i cu I tura 1 Crop Diseases i 
Field Crop Diseases I 
Soybean Di seas es I I 
Peanut Diseases 
Alfalfa and Forage Crop Diseases I 
Cot ton Di seas es I I I 
Return to: 
Roy R. Lessly 
Extension Staff Development 
Specialist 
459 Ag. Hal! 
Stillwater, OK 74078 
95 
Prior ty for 
add it onal 
train ng: 
>-
-
-
~ ~ 3 .:: 
. . 
' 
.,, C> ~ C 3 -0 
.:: . - . 
" 
:a: = :: " 
I i I 
I I I I 
I 
I 
i I 
I 
i 
I 
I I 
I i 
! I 
I 
I I 
' 
I I I i 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I I I 
APPENDIX B 
CORRESPONDENCE 
COOPERATIVE 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OFFICE OF THE OEAN OIRECTCIR 
EXTENSION SERVICE 
! 
·ft 
~ 
~·· ,,. 
DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE 
STILLWATER, CIKLAHCIMA 740'7.4 
405•6Z4•54CICI 
August 17, 1981 
As we plan for the future, we feel it is important that you be involved 
in the development of programs and activities which will affect you. This is 
especially true as we look at our in-service training program. 
Roy Lessly is presently conducting a study to identify perceived 
competencies and training needs of County Extension Agricultural Agents. 
Information from this study should indi.cate the importance you place on 
specific technical agriculture subject matter·knowledge as well as your 
priority for future in-service training. 
Your response to each statement on the enclosed questionnaire is greatly 
needed. 
We certainly appreciate your interest in conducting effective agricultural 
programs and solicit your time and cooperation in responding to.this 
questionnaire. · 
WFT:dr 
Enc.losure 
Sincerely, 
~~- .. r--
William F. Taggart 
.Associate Director 
A11a1aULTUaE ANQ IIUflAL 011:VELQPMl:NT •. 'f"QUTM aavll:LCIIIMll:NT, MG'MC EOONOMIQa 
.... ~TIED ,.,11:La• uaDA ··aau ANO COUNTY' ODMM1aa1aNCIII• aaa•i:ttATING 
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURE AND STlL.LWATER, CKLAHCMA 74076 
RURAL CEVELCPMENT PRCGRAMS 
August 17, 1981 
Dear Co-Worker: 
As you know the primary purpose of our county agricultural program is 
to provide timely, relevant and up-to-date agricultural information for our 
county cl ientele. In order to help prepare agents for this important task, 
certain adjustments must be made in ou1· training program from time to time. 
To develop and maintain the quality and quantity of training needed, we 
must constantly evaluate the needs of our staff. Therefore, I am presently 
conducting a study to determine agents perceived competence as well as their 
need for additional training in several areas of technical agriculture. There 
is no way to obtain thi.s needed information without your response. 
The questionnaire was designed to take as little of your time as possible 
and still obtain an indication of specific training needs. This information 
will be confidential and at no time will you be identified in the data reported. 
The name of your district and county will be used only for the purpose of cate-
gorizing returned questionnaires. 
Your prompt attention to this matter will be greatly appreciated. If 
possible, I would appreciate your response by September 4. For your convenience, 
please return the questionnaire in the self-addressed, stamped envelope. 
Thank you for your assistance. 
RRL :dr 
Enclosure 
«P~ 
Roy R. Lessly 
Extension Staff Development 
Specialist 
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COOPERATJVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
::.<:..AHCMA 57A'T'1:: UNIVERSl"T"Y CIVISION OF AG,'<!C~:.;.TURE 
AGRICUI.TURE ANO STILLWATER, OKLAHO!',,A 74C7S 
;:;:.~ ~AL ~EVELCPMENT 1=3RCGRAMS 
September 2, 1981 
A couple of weeks ago you received a questionnaire from me concerning 
perceived training needs of county Extension agents. If you have not completed 
the questionnaire, may I encourage you to take a few minutes from your busy 
schedule to complete and return it. 
At the present· time we have received responses from 71 counties, but in 
order for this study to be of greatest benefit, we need a response from all 
77 counties. You, as the-agent responsible for agriculture programs in your 
county, are the only person that can provide the needed information. In case 
you misplaced the first questionnaire, I am enclosing another one. If you have 
already mailed the quest_ionnaire, please consider this letter- as an appreciation 
for your prompt response. · 
If I can be of any assistance to you now or in the future, please let me 
know. Thank you for your cooperation and time in this matter. 
RRL:mc 
enclosure 
Sincerely, 
~e~ 
Roy R. Lessly 
Extension Staff Develoi,ment Specialist 
99 
VITA 
Roy Roger Lessly 
Candidate for the Degree of 
Doctor of Education 
Thesis: COUNTY EXTENSION AGRICULTURAL AGENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF COMPETEN-
CIES AND NEEDS AS BASES FOR IN-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAMS IN 
OKLAHOMA 
Major Field: Agricultural Education 
Biographical : 
Personal Data: Born in Wynnewood, Oklahoma, November 20, 1943, the 
son of Maurice and Goldie Lessly. 
Education: Graduated from Davis High School, Davis, Oklahoma, May, 
1961; received the Bachelor of Science degree from Oklahoma 
State University, Stillwater, Oklahoma, in May, 1965, with a 
major in Agricultural Education; received the Master of Educa-
tion degree from Central State University, Edmond, Oklahoma, 
May, 1975, with a major in School Administration-Secondary; 
completed requirements for the Doctor of Education degree at 
Oklahoma State University with a major in Agricultural Educa-
tion in December, 198 l . 
Professional Experience: Beef cattle, swine, and wheat farming 
background; served as an officer in the U.S. Air Force from 
August, 1965, to September, 1970; O.S.U. Extension Agent--4-H, 
Pottawatomie County 1 Oklahoma, October, 1970, to October, 1971; 
O.S.U. Extension Agent--4-H, Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, October, 
1971, to October, 1972; Coordinator--4-H and Youth Programs, 
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, October, 1972, to July, 1977; Exten-
sion Staff Development Specialist, Oklahoma Cooperative Exten-
sion Service, Oklahoma State University, July, 1977, to present. 
Organizations: Oklahoma Association of County Extension Agents and 
National Association of County Extension Agents; Oklahoma Asso-
ciation of Extension 4-H Agents and National Association of Ex-
tension 4-H Agents; Oklahoma Adult and Continuing Education 
Association; Oklahoma Vocational Association and American Voca-
tional Association; Phi Delta Kappa. 
